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Comments to the Author: 
The subject manuscript describes a co-created citizen science project concerning the health of upper 
uMngeni catchment in South Africa. The manuscript starts with an informative and well-researched 
introduction, methods are clearly described, the data analysis is qualitative and well done, and the 
discussion and conclusion sections provide useful and well-reasoned interpretations of the project and 
results. The broad and meaningful engagement with citizens and the co-creation of the project are sterling 
and to be commended. I think this paper will be of interest to readers of SAJS and will help draw attention 
to factors that impair the health of the upper uMngeni and may spur changes. 
 
I have only a couple of minor comments for the authors to consider. 
  
Line 96: unclear what is meant by “the gene catchment…” 
Line 200: suggest adding reference for miniSASS activities so a reader could learn more about this. 
Line 292: extra ‘to’ 
 

Author response to Reviewer C: Round 1 

Line 96: unclear what is meant by “the gene catchment…” 
AUTHOR: We corrected the citation. 
Line 200: suggest adding reference for miniSASS activities so a reader could learn 
more about this. 
AUTHOR: We added reference and moved reference to clearer speak to the miniSASS 
activities to enable readers to learn more. 
Line 292: extra ‘to’ 
AUTHOR: We removed the extra ´to´. 
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