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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

The work is original.

The manuscript is well written.

Rb and Pb are not known nutrients, and thus should be excluded in the

mineral content.

4. Boron (B), lodine (l), Silicon (Si) and Vanadium (V) are known nutrients, and
should be subjected to the investigation.

5. It would be nice if the protein and vitamins were included in the research.

6. Protein should be omitted in conclusion section (line 239)

wn =

3. We agree that Rb, Pb and other heavy metals are not nutrients. They have
been determined so as to assess if pollution in the area could lead to high HM
concentrations in the seeds, which could result in health hazards, but we
concluded that it was not the case. The sentence in the abstract which was
inaccurate (HMs were listed in a parenthesis together with micro- and
macronutrients) has been corrected.

4. Please note that the X-ray fluorescence analysis of boron is complicated by
its low atomic number and its low K shell energy (as explained in doi:
10.1016/0040-6090(88)90013-2). Consequently, we cannot provide an
estimation of B content in the seeds. Values for I, Si and V have been
included in Table 2, and Table 3 has been updated accordingly.

5. The protein contents have been included in Table 1 (we had used them for
the caloric value calculation, but they were omitted in the table). Changes
have been made to section 3.3 to briefly comment on the obtained values,
and in other sentences all throughout the text. As regards the vitamins
content, we cannot have it characterized in less than a week (time allowed by
the Editor to provide a revised version). We thank the Reviewer for his/her
suggestion, that we will take into consideration with a view to future studies.

6. In line with previous response, now that protein contents have been
indicated, it should be fine to keep this information in the conclusions.

Minor REVISION comments
There are some grammar and formatting problems that need to be revised and
corrected.

Apparently, there was a problem with the MS Word version and some spaces
were missing all throughout the manuscript. The problem has been fixed, and
the format of all references and tables has also been revised. The grammar
has been checked again in Grammarly, apart from using the in-built MS Word
grammar correction tool.

Optional/General comments

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)




Q)
SCIENCEDOMAIN international T

www.sciencedomain.org

BCIENCEDDMAN

SDI Review Form 1.6
PART 2:
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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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