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manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 
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Compulsory REVISION 
comments 

1.The rice husk is not the new item used in 
the effluent treatment. 
2. But, the application on the particular KRPC 
effluent is a novel one. 
3. Spell check has to be carried out. 
4.The Statiscal analysis is compulsory, which 
is missing in this paper. 
5.In the graph, the scale must be mentioned 
properly. Labeling is not appropriate. 
6.FTIR results are missing. 

1. The objective of the study was to determine the 
effectiveness of rice husk on effluent obtained from KRPC 
2. Yes 
3.That has been addressed  
4. The authors only wanted to compare the results, to see if 
any difference exist. Statistical analysis will be difficult 
because, there are only two groups, and single reading for 
each parameter. 
5.That has also been addressed.   
6. Including FTIR was an oversight by the authors, because 
at the time of this report, the machine was bad. FITR has 
been removed from the methodology 
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Optional/General comments   
 


