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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The Paper is a nice attempt in terms of applied 
Methodology, and Contains Good and accurate 
Results and Tables with Data showing in Figures 
however there should be more up to date references 
(after 2011 onward) should be cited in Text Part so that 
Paper Could be a much impressive. Add more 
diagrams and represent the paper in a professional 
way. After this paper, can be a good Paper and 
minimized the risks and problems. 
 
 
It’s simple evaluation for parameters, such as 
conductivity, NH4+, TSS, BOD5, COD and Faecal 
coliforms about the sand, that has a greater purifying 
power. And also for the other parameters, such as pH, 
Bacillus Cereus and Faecal streptococci, wood chips 
ensure great abatements with remarkable purification 
yields more than 90%. 

The manuscript was corrected in accordance 
with your observations. References below 
2011 have been withdrawn. 
 
 
A statistical analysis of the results was made / 
STATISTICA, version 7.1 
 
 
 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

 
Author should improve the English language of paper 
and check the grammatical mistakes, and also abstract 
and conclusion is not clear, so clear it, 
 

The language was reviewed by a professional. 
The summary and conclusion were reviewed 
and improved. 

Optional/General  comments 
 

 
Some updated result should be described in graphical 
mode, and update the references to make the research 
worthy and up-to-date. 

The references were updated and we inserted 
new diagrams. 
 

 


