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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with 

reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. 
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Compulsory REVISION 

comments 

 

The paper structure needs to be reorganized as figures and tables must be 

integrated in the text. Some text is irrelevant to the context e.g.  Lines 89 – 96 in 

the results are irrelevant to the results as it describes the problem background. 

Line 100-106 is rather material and methods rather than results. 107-112 lines are 

theoretical background on BOD analyses concept and not related to results. 140-

120 are methods rather than results. 

Objectives of the study must be restricted to description of treatment quality. 

Rehabilitation of the plant can never be an objective of  a study. The studies 

usually fill gap of knowledge to facilitate better decisions and planning.  

Dear Reviewer: Thanks for the great 

comments. The paper has been 

revised. Please compare the old 

version with the new one 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

The language of the paper needs to reviewed. Some mistakes were noticed such as 

"areas" instead of "area" in line 37. "Consists of" instead of "Consists on" in line 77. 

Lines 81and 90 are other examples.  

Text in line 81 and 82 is repeated in the same paper.     

revised 

Optional/General 

comments 

 

The paper reflects significant topic as water shortage is critical issue in the 

area. The use of treated wastewater in agriculture is identified as one of the 

most promising solution.  The study is well justified but does not have clear 

questions. The methodology needs to be further description. Results are very 

briefly presented and should be presented in better design. There was 

almost no discussion to link the results with international and nation 

standards.   

Conclusion is very general and includes issues that were not handled in the 

methods or results. The social acceptance was not measured in the paper. 

However, the conclusion describes it as part of the paper findings.   
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