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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Lines 34-40 are poorly written.

Lines 44-48 the sentence is very long and confusing- research gap is not clear

In methodology the surfactant used with different types —but in introduction no
information or background about the role of each surfactant in the removing process

Lines 55-58 the soil description is very poor( provide soil type, minerals, sand,
percentages)

Line 124 (Guar gum did not show a reduction of surface tension, even when concentration

Lines 164-166, the discussion of the result did not provide similar finding in the area
also the soil type influence the adsorption. (review the adsorption process explain
more)

Lines 205-207 provide references please

The sentence was reworded

The sentence was reworded for clarity

The Table 2 was added to include the characterization of the soil

The following sentence was added. “The natural molecules maybe do not
lower the surface tension of water, but they form stable emulsions that helps
in the contaminated soil washing process [24]".

The sentence was reworded for clarity

References were included

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

The chemical concepts were missed in the manuscript.
The comparison was good but the data provided was so limited
Some lines is written in bad English.

The manuscript was reviewed to improve the style and correct English
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