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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The coverage of this article is limited to merely filtered 

sample while the original sample composition is silent. It 
brings difficult on the assessment of method performance. 

2. Number of samples involved is not clearly mentioned thus 
brings the question of validity. 

3. No citation on the methodology part thus the procedures 
are not known to be author invention of standard 
procedures. 

 

The number of samples, including the original 
(pre-filtered) water is included under table-5. 
And, the methodology is a combination of what 
we found from the literature and our own 
methods. So, we have cited what we found 
from the literature and our own should remain 
our own. 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. References are too old in such it brings the question 

on when was the study done. 
2. There are unnecessary photos and procedures 

explanations which add no value in this article, thus may 
be deleted (line 161 to 218) 

The unnecessary photos are already deleted. 
Thanks for that!! However, the old references 
were very useful in our work. They were very 
important in designing our own methodology. 
So, we cited them accordingly. But, the work 
was done this year.  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Limited data/information and citations makes this article lack 
strong impacts. 

 

 
 
 


