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Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

1. Line 25, reference [5] should not be italicized 

2. Line 67, C for conductivity should be a small 

letter 

3. Line 75, there must be a full stop after 35) 

4. Line 86, should read: polluted water 

containing….. 

5. Line 122, ……..period of one hr rather than 

longer……. 

6. Line 136, Polluted water containing……. 

7. Line 162, ………efficiency to remove……. 

8. Line 184 and 186, I think the sentences that 

begins with the references should begin with the 

authors surnames then followed by the 

reference numbers they represent, i.e. Macchi 

[22]….   
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Optional/General comments 

 

The manuscript is well written and well organised except 

very few minor corrections needed. It is acceptable for 

publication. 

 

 

 

 


