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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 paper requires being restructured.  

In the methodology section is required an 

explanation of how contributions are categorized 

and how the model is evolving from the simplest one 

(M1) to a complex one (11). 

I suggest to split the plots 6 and 7. The overlapping of 

lines make unclear the differences between each 

model 

After line 131 the material corresponds to results 

and it is not part of the methodology  

Discussion of why M5 is the best (lines 171-173) is 

considered poor, also from plots it is not evident that 

really M5 is the best approach 

 

The conclusions section is poorly discussed, it should 

remark findings and contributions of this approach 

and methodology applied 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Figure 4 legend it should be choride not chlore 

Line 36   reference [9] is written twice 

Line 44 it should be follows   Line 177 it should be are 

continually 
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