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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
Generally, the title and abstract are clear, but the paragraph on the instrument used for 
field sampling must be moved to methodology section.  
- In introduction section, several statements need references. 
- The legend of Figure 1 is not readable. In this figure, add the country name in the title.  
- Figure 2, Tables 1, and 2: the used abbreviations must be self understandable. The 
majority of readers get a first impression of the relevance of a contribution only by studying 
the illustration, and without reading the paper sections to understand the meanings of the 
used abbreviations.  
- Table 3: where is the title? 
- Figure 4, Y Axis? 
- The authors must correct the punctuation, some unclear and long sentences.  
- Discussion very short and poorly written. This manuscript has not a scientific discussion 
section; the authors must discuss the results and compare with other new and relevant 
references.  
- Conclusion is very short too and not supported by the findings and references. 
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