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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
I will suggest that the topic should be change,  
 
 
 

The old title was Impact of Hospital Waste on the Physico-chemical 

Properties of Soil from Medical Waste Dumpsite in Oghara, Delta State 

Nigeria. 

The reviewers propose “Assessment of Impact of leachate on 
Physcicochemical Properties of Soil, within the Vicinity of Oghara 
Medical Dumpsite, Delta State. Nigeria”. 
I will go with the reviewer , however I will remove “Assessment of” 
The new title now reads ‘Impact of leachate on Physcicochemical 
Properties of Soil, within the Vicinity of Oghara Medical Dumpsite, 
Delta State. Nigeria’ 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The authors should go through paper areas that need correction is painted with Yellow Ink 
 
 
 
 

I have gone through the paper. I quit agree with the reviewer in some aspect. 
However some part he pointed out does not actually require any review.  

 In abstract for example  giving a range from 0-15 cm or 0 to 15 cm is 
accepted. 

 Ca+ and Mg+ as against Mg2+ and Ca2+ as been corrected. 
 The detailed geological information will be looked into in future 

research by collaborating with a geologist. 
 The reason i just reference all the methods is to reduce the volume of 

the work. The detailed of those methods are found in the referenced 
journal. However i have describe some of the methods just to buttress 
my point.  

 Fig. 3 is well presented 
 Equation one is properly placed. It is not a method and thus can not 

be placed in that section 
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