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Comments on ACSJ-21491: 
1. Very limited samples (6 soil samples) were taken for 

investigation purpose. It is felt that the analysis of limited 
samples may not yield good conclusions.  

2. Investigations were done only during rainy season. It is better to 
concentration on other seasons also for better understanding. 

3. Provide references at appropriate places. 

4. Sample code used in Table 1 as PLASTIC 1. PLASTIC 2 and 
PLASTIC 3. Are they different from Sampling points shown in 
other Tables. Clarity is lacking it is confusing. 

5. Sample labeling is also not correctly made. 

 The authors are advised to rewrite the paper by incorporating all 
above points for reconsideration of the paper.  

We appreciate the reviewer’s observation. 

We feel that 6 samples should be enough to 

assess one plastic industry. This is also 

dependent on the size of the industry in 

question and we considered the sampling 

appropriate for this assessment.  

 
The investigation during the rainy 
season will be carried out as 
recommended but that should not stop 
the publication of this paper.  
 
When that of the the rainy season is 
concluded, then comparism will be 
made. 
 
 References at the appropriate places 
have been provided.  
Sample codes have been made 
consistent. 
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comments 
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