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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Title: The title as it is makes the work very
unnecessary. In addition, the title does not really
capture the aim of the work and therefore must be
modified.

Abstract: this must be modified in line with the
comments made on the body of the work.
Introduction: A lot still has to go into the introduction
as the authors did not really justify the work enough.
Methods: the method is lacking in clarity and
organisation. In addition, there seems to be a gap in
the method as some of the issues mentioned in the
methods have no bearing with the results.

Results and Discussion: the inclusion of a calibration
curve in the result is not important at all. In addition,
there is basically no discussion. The authors simply
wrote down the result and quoted another author as
if the other author(s) did the work. That has to be
corrected

Conclusion. This will follow from the discussion.
Others: the results do not have any form of
comparison with each other i.e. items in the result.
There is no standard deviation. We cannot say a
particular stream is better than the other etc.

Minor REVISION comments

[ suggest the authors take a very close look at the PDF
copy of the manuscript which I made several comments
on. It will help guide them to adequately make the
necessary corrections.
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Optional /General comments Frankly speaking there are too many holes in the work.
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