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PART1:ReviewComments 

 Reviewer’scomment Author’scomment(ifagreedwithreviewer,correct the 
manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript.Itismandatorythatauthorsshouldwrite 
his/her feedback here) 

CompulsoryREVISIONcomments 
 
1. Isthemanuscriptimportantforscientificcommunity? 

(Pleasewritefewsentences onthismanuscript) 
 
2. Isthetitleofthearticlesuitable? 

(Ifnotpleasesuggestanalternativetitle) 
 
3. Istheabstractofthearticlecomprehensive? 

 
4. Aresubsectionsandstructureofthemanuscriptappropriate? 

 
5. Doyouthinkthemanuscriptisscientificallycorrect? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have 

suggestionofadditionalreferences,pleasementioninthe review 
form. 

(Apartfromabovementioned6points,reviewersarefreetoprovide additional 
suggestions/comments) 

 
1. Themanuscriptisimportantforacademicresearchandforcommercialpurposes. 

 
2.  Inthearticletheauthorsmustreplacephospaneacidforortophoshoric(or 

phosphoric) acid. 
 

3. Theabstractisaquiteconfusing.Severallongphrasesareusedandthisdifficultthe text 
understanding. This structure is also adopted in the remaining parts of the article. 

 
4. There are no subsections neither important experimental details about reagent’s 

quality,equipmentandqualitycontrol.Ishouldsuggestabetterorganizationofthe text 
itself. Using more graphical elements as flow chart for instance. 

 
5. The manuscript seems to be scientifically correct however, once quality control 

parametersarenotshown,itisdifficulttoassurethedatacouldbereproducibleby 
anyone. 

 
6. Thereareonlyfewrecentarticles,becauseofthat,wecannotsaythereferencelist are up-

to-date. 

 

MinorREVISIONcomments 
 
1.Islanguage/Englishqualityofthearticlesuitablefor scholarly 

communications? 

 
1.Several problems with English structure can be observed, as long phases, the use of 

commainsteadofpointsin numbers(results),misuseof pronouns,andsoon.Ishould suggest a 
revision done by a English specialist. 
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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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