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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

Minor REVISION
comments

Although, Manuscript is interesting and finds new
results, but Authors are required to add /
amend followings:
INTRODUCTION
1. Objectives and Symbols may be
removed & Nomenclature be
added after Abstract &
Keywords
2. The Mount Pinatubo eruption
it may be kept under 1.1 The
Mount Pinatubo eruption
3. Earlier studies may be sub-
titled Literature Study
Order of 4. Conclusion and 5. Discussion be
changed as:
4. Results and Discussion
5. Conclusion

| prefer to keep the structure of
Introduction. Sometimes reviewers
want to see clearly defined objectives,
and that iswhy | want to show themin
a special subsection.

Personaly I find it always a good
option to have a separate table for
symbols and acronyms even though
they are explained in atext as they
appear the first time. It is difficult to
find sometimesin along text, where is
the explanation for a symbol.

I change the subsection name to be
Literature Study.

| change the order of sections 4 and 5
to be as suggested by the reviewer.

Optional /General
comments

Article should be properly structured as stated
above.




