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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The manuscript needs major revision for publication  in this 
journal under the following lines: 

1. Some sentences are in plagiarised form e.g. the first 
sentence  of the introduction have been copied from  
www.vub.ac.be/mangrove/publications/Bosire2003.pdf,  
docsdrive.com/pdfs/academicjournals/rjf/0000/62643-
62643.pdf  

2. The objective is not clear, why the author selec ted only 
pollen to identify one more species of mangrove in 
Nigeria 

3. Soil and water analysis needs to be added for ju stification 
of the results. 

4. The methodology is not written well. e.g. 
1. the methods of pollen characterization,      
2. Dendrogram construction based on similarity inde x 

(which software was used?) is not mentioned in the 
methods section, 

3.  No reference is cited in the method. 
4. Statistical analysis is lacking in the study? 
5.  Results need to write in full in the results se ction e.g. 
highest and lowest value with addition of significa nt and non-
significant values. 
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