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I would like to make some comments and questions. I am a microbiologist and also 
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- To determine the Humidity of honey and other sweet products as jams, we use 
a refractometer. It is very easy to use and allows you to make quick 
determination. 

- I would like to know where you obtained this information from: CFU: one 
colony corresponds to 104 germs/ml. As far as I know the results are express 
as CFU, and we cannot know how many germs formed a colony. 

- We also make others analysis to honey, like apparent sucrose, 
hydroxymethylfurfural and diastase activity, that help us to know how the 
honey was stored and if it was heated. 

- “Fecal coliform testing is performed to monitor fecal contamination of foods 
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