Dear Editor: 

Thank you very much for your letter regarding our manuscript entitled “Study on the removal of NO from flue gas by wet scrubbing using NaClO3”. We would like to take this opportunity to express our thanks to you, as well as to the reviewers for their valuable and constructive comments. We thoroughly considered the reviewer’s comments, and accepted most or all of their suggestions.

According to the comments, we have carefully revised our manuscript. Detailed point-by-point responses to the reviewer’s comments are provided below and the revised contents in the manuscript are highlighted in red.
Revision of our paper in response to the reviewers’ comments has undoubtedly improved the quality of our manuscript. We believe that our work provides novel information to readers of Journal of the Serbian Chemical Society, and would like to resubmit the revised version. We look forward to hearing from you.

With best regards!

Yours sincerely,

Yu Cui 

Tel: + 86-13280025771
Fax: + 86-0531-82767937
E-mail: chm_cuiy@ujn.edu.cn

Responses to the reviewer’s comments:
A. Summary：
Thank you very much for your important and helpful advice. The details are listed as follows:
1. The manuscript needs revision, regard to the structure of the text, explanation of the experiment procedure and results. Also, English language needs improvement.

Response: Thanks for your careful review and we are terribly sorry for our carelessness. According to your advice, the manuscript has been thoroughly revised. The revised contents are highlighted in red.
B. General Comments：

Thank you very much for your important and helpful advice. We have tried to make revisions according to your kind suggestions. The details are listed as follows:

1. Abstract needs deep revision. For example:
“Sodium chlorate was found to absorb nitric oxide from simulated flue gas thoroughly under certain conditions.”

Response: Thank you very much for your useful suggestion in this question. After considering your suggestion, I think it is essential to delete the sentence in the part.
2. Avoid informal-sounding and vague terms in your academic writing. For example:

“The air pollution caused by the burning of fossil fuels is becoming more and more serious ...”
Response: Thanks for your valuable question. I think the sentence may be converted to “Air pollution caused by the burning of fossil fuels is increasingly serious, and the nitrogen oxides emitted by the fuels can lead to atmospheric ozone depletion, acid rain and visibility problems through a series of complex reactions with water and oxygen.”

3. Please use the same terms consistently. You will confuse your readers if you use different terms for the same concept. For example, if you use the term “flue gas”, continue to use this term throughout the text material.  

Response: Thank you very much for your valuable comments. According to your suggestion, in order to make it more clear, we have converted “smoke” to “flue gas” and “tank” to “reactor” in manuscript.

4. The English require major improvement. For example:
“The development of a high efficiency denitrification technology at different temperatures and in the presence of a large amount of dust is of great significance for environmental protection in various countries.”

“Wet denitration technology is less affected by temperature and can remove dust at the same time. It needs less investment and is suitable for coal-fired boilers in oil wells and remote areas. Then it is quite necessary to exploit cost-effective wet denitration technology with high efficiency.”
Response: Thank you very much for your useful advice. I think the sentence may be converted to “The development of efficient denitration technology is of great significance to environmental protection in various countries.” and “The wet denitration technology is less affected by temperature in removing dust. It requires less investment and is suitable for coal-fired boilers in oil wells and remote areas. Therefore, it is necessary to develop economical and efficient wet denitration technology.”

Special thanks to you for your patient modification in experimental part. We are very happy to accept it.
5. Text should follow schematic diagram of the experimental setup. Also, water bath is missing on schematic diagram.
Response: Thank you for your careful review and valuable comments, we are terribly sorry for our carelessness. We have modified the schematic diagram of the experimental setup.
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Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of the experimental setup

6. The conclusion is intended to help the reader understand why your research should matter to them after they have finished reading the paper. A conclusion is not merely a summary of the main topics covered or a re-statement of your research problem, but a synthesis of key points.
Response: Thank you for your constructive comments and suggestions. After considering your suggestion, I decide to re-describe this part, so the revised conclusions is as follows: “NaClO3 is a promising absorbent for the removal of nitric oxide from flue gas. The denitration efficiency increased with temperature from 30 ℃ to 80 ℃ in NaClO3/H2SO4 system. However, for NaClO3/HNO3 system, the denitration efficiency decreased with temperature from 40 ℃ to 80 ℃. The NO removal efficiency increased with an increase in NaClO3 and acid concentrations. The optimal molar ratio of NaClO3 to H+ was 1:12.76 mol/mol. The NO removal efficiency was 91.86%. The cost of sodium chlorate process was about a quarter of the sodium chlorite wet denitration technology. The reaction product was sodium chloride and could be recovered. Therefore, sodium chlorate method may be an alternative way to solving this problem of denitration of dusty flue gas small boilers produced intermittently.”
Your suggestion is very useful for our study. We will keep on studying in the future research. Thank you again for your precious suggestion. The revised contents are highlighted in red.
