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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 
 

It is a paper that has been presented very little carefully. 
It's English is very bad. It is recommended rewriting all the 
text. 
Further: 
Line 30: indicate what CTAB is 
Line 33: if X-ray Diffraction (XRD) is indicated, the rest also 
Line 52: indicated the number of the filter paper 
Line 121: Indicated AAS characteristics 
Fig. 1. It is very poorly maintained.  
Fig. 2. The numbers on the diffract gram are 2 theta?. 
 

As advised the manuscript was thoroughly corrected and rewritten. 
 
 
 
Expansion of term CTAB was indicated in manuscript. 
In the beginning we have described X ray diffraction (XRD) and thereafter in rest of the 
text followed the abbreviated form i.e., XRD only.  
Filter paper number was Whatman grade 1-125 mm, that has been mentioned in the text. 
Instead of AAS data , we incorporated  versenate titration for analysis of calcium and has 
been reported at appropriate place in the manuscript. 
Figure 1 was  reconstructed. 
Yes its 2 theta and scanning was done in the range  3 to 80 theta. The detail of the make and 
model of the instrument has been mentioned. 
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