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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 article is novelty and interesting. However, I 

needs major revision. The title is written partly in 

capitals, partly small letters – it  should be 
harmonized. Summary is quite incomprehensible 

without reading the whole article. It lacks the 

information to search for chemical analogues, for 

which they can be used, why it is such an important 
topic. An introduction section is too long. It should be 

rebuild – the aim of the work should be at the end of 

this section, the methods of investigation and results 
should be remove. After introduction it should be the 

material and methods section.  Chapter method is 

written quite casually, missing parameters 
methodologies (e.g., in spectrophotometry). It is not 

possible, on the basis of this description to carry out 

the same experiment. The methodology information 
should be remove from the section results. In 

discussion section there is only a few article cited.  

This section should be expanded. The form of 

presentation in the lines 273-379 are illegible, maybe 
it should be presented in the table? There is any 

summary/conclusions at the end of that article. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Typographical errors should be corrected. All of 

schema should be All diagrams should be signed and 
numbered. references to tables should be 

harmonized (now are forms: Table-1, Table 1, Table 

1 Table-I ). The reference section should be 
corrected.  
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Optional/General comments 

 

This article needs major revision. The authors should 

correct all mistakes and emphasize that their study 
are important and have a significant impact on the 

development of science. 
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