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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
I believe this is essential research. I do however have a problem with seemingly no 
repetitions? Unless I missed something, I only saw ONE sample from each of the 
sites. Surely to draw valid conclusions there should have been repeat samples taken 
at all the sites?  
 
Then, the keep to one format. The journal’s guidelines (which I did not study) should 
be followed. American or British English? There are many differences, some of 
which I pointed out. But it cannot be both. SI units – kg and not Kg. Space between 
number and unit except %.  
 
The reference list is not complete. There is also no uniformity in format. Please refer 
to my comments on the paper. 
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