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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 

 

The paragraph between the 157-164 lines should be 

rewritten and clarified; now the description of the 

procedure is rather confusing, may pose a problem to 

replicate.  

 

 

We agree; as indicated in the revision (red 

print) we have rewritten and clarified the 

procedure. It should be much clearer now.  

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Line 171-172 (and other) - I believe that authors should 

use SI units in the whole paper (or Gauss, but I don’t see 

the reason to use obsolete units). This way or another, 

authors should avoid using two different units (Gauss 

and Tesla) for the same physical value. 

 

Line 197, 299  - inconsistency in final pH value. Was it 3.4 

or 4.4?  

 

Line 273 - word missing/ grammar error 

 

Line 286 – word missing/ grammar error 

 

 

This is a style preference and we prefer both 

gauss and Tesla because there are still people 

who employ both.  

 

The grammatical check has been completed. 

The final pH has been specified. 

Optional/General comments 

 

Line 281 – equation 1 – it would look nice if made in less 

compact fashion 

 

The overall English grammar and spelling is good, but 

probably should be double-checked by native speaker. 

Especially the ‘discussion’ paragraph 

 

 Equation has been changed. Thank you for 

your suggestions; the manuscript has been 

read by a native (English) speaker.  

 


