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Minor REVISION comments 

 

  

Optional/General comments 

 

●Rearrange theoretical foundation for the goals 

●Details on obtaining the data were partially omitted 

●No mention of the statistical test used 

●If the test was one way Anova is incorrect 

●The statistical hypothesis test is in trouble, definitely 

●Invalidates the work 

●Missing a posteriori tests 

●The results must separate discussion 

●The authors do not explain the results obtained 

●The discussion is poor 

●Lack as a standard writing test results 

 

I believe I have corrected these points through 

earlier reviewer’s comments.  

 

Statistical tests have been clarified, there is no 

comparison between sites, only within sites.  I 

have made this clearer within the text.  

 

The results and discussion have been separated 

as described by the journal.  

 


