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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 

 

1. In this review the authors mention only results, 

therefore, it is a trivial article. It should also be 

described some opinions of the authors. 

2. The authors should explain what it means to the 

proportion of crystal system (p. 6, l. 263-266). 

3. The paragraph (p4, l. 161-175) should make a 

change to an independent section because it 

describes the contents of sections 1-5. 

4. Explanations of figures are insufficient. For 

example, general readers do not understand the 

description regarding Fig. 6, “the skeletal atoms have 

approximately C3 symmetry” (p. 5, l. 219-220). 

1. No comments 

 
2. we have no serious explanation, this is 
experimental fact 
3. we are not agree 
 
 
4. from crystallographic point of view, it is 
clear enough 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. Some keywords (classification and review) should be 

changed. These words cannot represent the contents of 

this article. 

2. The section title “7. CONCLUSIONS” should be changed 

because it is disagreement from the descriptions in this 

section. 

 

1. changed 

 

 

2. this section gives a general view on the 

system FeM and PtM 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

1. The English requires a major revision. 

2. Group “1B” should be changed to group “11”. 

1. done 

2. group 1B is quite often used 

 

 

 

 


