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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

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

suggestion of additional references, please mention in the 
review form. 

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. I think that every manuscript intended for scientific dissemination should have its 

publication encouraged. See here a well-intentioned work that deserves such 
publicity. The article is of good quality, well written and interesting. It just needs a 
few tweaks as per subsequent reviews. 

2. Yes. It is suitable. 
3. Yes. It is comprehensive.  
4. I do not approve of the division. If there is only one section, it would not need 

to be numbered. That is, there is a section 1, but no section 2. I suggest doing 
the following: 1. Introduction; 2. Determining the two complex graphs; 3. 
Conclusion (to be included). A concluding chapter is always important, 
showing what was obtained from the results and announcing prospects for 
future works. 

5. I am not an expert in the research area of the article, and I have tried to limit my 
remarks to its structure. But the general structure suggests correct work.  

6. Commenting references is sometimes a little difficult, as you don't always have 
access to all of them. I consider 17 references an adequate number for a paper of this 
size. Reference dates are not an important point in a work of pure mathematics. In 
addition, all are relatively recent, with the oldest dating back to 1985. 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

English is not my native language, and therefore I am not familiar with all its grammatical 
subtleties. However, I can say that the English of the article is at the same level as that of 
several other works that I have already had the opportunity to read/review. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

I am attaching the manuscript, with some highlights in yellow. I know that the formatting is 
not yet in its definitive form, but I would like you to pay attention to some details. 
1. In the abstract, Finally, with a capital letter. 
2. In the heading in section 1, write graphs instead of graph. 
3. Avoid separating math expressions during newlines. I highlighted some examples. There 
are several other similar cases. 
4. Check the formatting of the references, as in the case of ref [17] . 
5. Pay attention to the section division suggestion, indicated in item 4 of "Compulsory 
revision". 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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