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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The research work was good and informative to the profession. But there are some places 
the author have to touch in order to have a wonderful work. 
1) Abstract: under Aim: To determine the concentrations of heavy metal (Cd,Fe,Pd, and 
Zn) residues in kidney and liver of slaughted cattle 
2) Introduction: the work was execllently presented but the references was not properly 
numbered. Examples- reference no 4 came before reference no 3, this is not suppose to  
be so. Reference no 4-6 was numbered in this manner, i  don't know if it's no (4,6) or (5,6). 
Then reference no 5 was omitted. Also there should be a unique method of writing two 
references together. Eg in reference no13 and 14 the author put it like this (13-14) but the 
proper way is (13,14).The author must try to mantain one sytle of documentation, since 
number was used all through the text, while using both number and words on reference no 
22. 
3) Discussion: reference no 33 was omitted. 
4) References: the references was well arranged just that a total number of 44 references 
was cited in the work but only 43 reflected on the references list. 
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