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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 In MATERIALS and METHODS and specifically in theissue Collection of samples, I think it is necessary todetail  the sample size and number used in theexperiment. Also, spinach and radish are two distinctvegetables, whose edible portion is different, so thesampling description in each crop should be clear andprecise.
RESULTSThis issue must be reviewed carefully because:
 The tables 1 and 3 are not mentioned in the text.
 In the tables 2 and 3 appear the results offactorial analysis and I consider this statisticalanalysis is not right in this case, since each cropshould be analysed separately and not byfactorial method. On the other hand, I hope thatthe tables show Error mean square, i.e., thevariance and not Mean square as appears inthese tables.
 There are numerous mistakes in signalling thetable numbers that are included in themanuscript.
 The authors say: “Cadmium concentration wasindicated high in radish from samples collectedfrom Istaqlalabad” and in the table 6 appears thehighest value from samples collected inSilanwali.
 The ranges of cadmium concentration describedin the text have measure units different fromthose included in the tables. For example, in the
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case of soil appears mg/g while µg/g appears inthe table 5.
 In the text, the authors do not comment about Znconcentration in wastewater, contaminated soiland vegetables.

DISCUSSIONOwing to the heavy metal uptake by vegetables isaffected by different factors among them, plant speciesand physicochemical  characteristics of soil, these aspectsshould be deeply discussed, since the results showed thatthe experimental sites have characteristics very different.It is necessary to discuss some aspects, for example, whydoes cadmium concentration from non-contaminated soilin Silanwali is higher than those from soil contaminatedin Kot Freed and Istaqlalabad?. Also, two differentspecies were studied.
Minor REVISION comments I consider that heavy metals and wastewater may beincluded as Key words.In the manuscript appears RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS,however results are only described in this issue; so theseare RESULTS.The titles of the tables should be reviewed.In the tables 4, 5 and 6, the names of the sites  must bewritten correctly.In the literature cited, I suggest to include morereferences from the last five years, since four cites wereonly included.
Optional/General comments If any ethical issue, please clarify
Note: Anonymous Reviewer


