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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 is not written in the style of the journal. 
 
FIGURES 1 through 5 should be moved to the RESULTS AND DISCUSSION. Author 
can use description of area, etc in MATERIALS AND METHODS.  
 
TABLE 1 and TABLE 2 is more appropriate in RESULTS AND DISCUSSION. Author 
should hold figures and tables for the RESULTS AND DISCUSSION.   
 
 
Author is encouraged to organize actual data/information in RESULTS AND 
DISCUSSION 
 
 
 

1. Lines 3 to 6: the title was capitalized as recommended. 

2. Lines 7 to 8: the summary was put in the newspaper’s format. 

3. Line 22: spaces were removed for μg/L units 

4. Lines 91 to 93: a sentence was added for the description of the activities 

carried out in the study area in the past years. 

5. Line 95: figure 1 illustrates the description of the study area and doesn’t 

represent any result. Therefore, this figure cannot be in the results and 

discussion section. 

6. Lines 95, 143, 154, 156, 158, 174, 176, 184, 238: the word “figure” was 

rewritten “FIG” as requested by the reviewer. 

7. Lines 109-115: this paragraph was reorganized in agreement with the 

criticism of the reviewer. 

8. Lines 137 to 185: a sub-point (denoted 3.1. Methodological approach for 

the delimitation of the study area) was added in the section “3. Results and 

discussion”. Figs 2 to 5 were moved into this sub-point in accordance with the 

remarks of the reviewer. The same is true for Table 1. In addition, Figs 6 to 8 

were moved into this sub-point because they are related to the previous 

figures.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
This is a useful study with a great deal of information. 
 
Further organization of data should be made to separate MATERIALS AND METHODS 
and RESULTS AND DISCUSSION. 
 

In this revision, more advanced data organization was done to separate the 
material and the methods and the results and the discussion. 
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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) 
 
 

 
 There are no ethical issues in this manuscript. 
 

 


