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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 subject of the investigation is important, but the
manuscript it self suffers from so many defects, that
is hardly to point all of them.

First of all, I strongly recommend the authors to read
thoroughly some 10 articles published in good
journals, to compare them with their own
manuscript, and to learn the rules of writing
scientific papers.

Below some of the most important faults are listed.

1. The authors say the compounds tested for their
acetycholinesterase inhibitory activity are new.

1.1. One cannot, however, understand wich exactly
are these new compounds since the data given about
them in the Introduction, Materials and Methods and
Results and Discussion (Table 1) are contradictory.
The authors must give the preparative scheme or at
least the general formula of these compounds.

1.2. The authors should know the standards for
characterizing new compounds and provide data
from (at least) elemental analysis, IR and MNR
spectra in order to prove the structure of the
compounds they claim to have been synthesized for
the first time.

2.1. The formula expressing the inhibitory activity
seems mistaken. According to me, the correct
formula should be:

Inhibition (%) = 100 [{1 - A/A,), where A and A, are
the activities of the enzyme in the presence and

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




SDI Review Form 1.6

SCIENCEDOMAIN international

www.sciencedomain.org

Q
EY

&
e
-: I

IEDOMAN

absence of inhibitor, respectively.

2.2. The enzyme inhibition has been measured
spectrophotometrically, so it is desirable to be
expressed as a function of the optical density
(absorbance).

3.1 cannot see the standard deviations for no one of
the quantities measured. Have the author performed
statistical elaboration of their data?

4. The Conclusion is non-informative; if the authors

have noting to say in conclusion, it is better to omit it.

5. The manuscript abounds in grammatical and
stylistic mistakes, so I highly recommend the authors
to consult a person proficient in English and their
native language before submitting the revised
manuscript. Special attention should be paid to the
list of references; this should be checked thoroughly,
and the style unified according to the Journal’s
requirements.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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