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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 
 

 
NIL 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Page-4, 2
nd

 para--Agarkar & Barve (2011)  --- check style of writing reference 
Page-9, 2

nd
 para -- Wiemann et al. (2014)- --- check style of writing reference  

Page-9, 3
rd

 para-- Zalengera (2015),  Ref [23]--- check style of writing reference 
Page-10, 1

st 
para-- Zalengera (2015), Ref [23]---  --- check style of writing reference 

etc… 
 
References 23,25,26 and27 are not used in the text of the paper, if they are extra authors 
can delete them form the list. If they are useful, pl use them in text.  
 
 

1. References have been rectified according to IEEE format. 
2. All missing references were not in the text due to referencing 

style/ format which has been rectified according to IEEE format. 
 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Congratulate the authors for the good analysis. The concern is only about the data they 
have used for the analysis is very old. But a useful work.  
 
 

1. The equipment in this river is no longer working hence relied on 
old data. 
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that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 

 No  
 

 


