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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 abstract was not written well. In the abstract results, let the authors include 
heavy metal values obtained to improve the quality and scientific basis of the 
manuscript. The introduction was too short, let the authors improved the 
introduction by adding new materials from recent publications. The authors only 
showed tables for the results, some of the values are needed in the results section 
to improve the scientific value of the manuscript, therefore let the authors include 
some of these data. The data, although contained standard deviations, the ANOVA 
were not included and the degree of variation not stated. The authors should 
separate the means and state this at the footnote of the tables. 
 
 

We estimated the levels of 9 heavy metals in 7 different edible vegetables, 
including the values of heavy metals obtained in the abstract will make it to 
exceed the word count required for an abstract by the journal. 
Including the values on the tables again on the result section may amount to 
repetition. The journal instructions stipulated that we should avoid repetition. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The authors should compare their results in the discussion section standards set set by the 
various regulatory bodies. 
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 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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 

 


