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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
There are various mistakes in the manuscript, for example: line 24 is incomplete, line 31 is
confusing (it talks about nanoparticles but later talks about fruits and vegetables), line 50 has
a mistake. Overall the manuscript is not easy to understand. The authors should enhance the
way they present the information including abstract, introduction and results.
Line 68 is confusing.
Line 65-68 is confusing. The authors should write the procedure clearer.
Line 74-75 is also confusing. It is not clear what is the reaction mixture. The authors should
explain better this procedure.
Line 89-92: The authors say that the spectrophotometer was monitored. This is confusing. It
should say the reaction was monitored using a spectrophotometer. This procedure also needs
to be explained with more details and clearer.
The experimental section from line 94 to line 113 should be explained with more details as
well.
The results and discussion section is confusing, the authors say that they used FT-IR
chromatography techniques, however in the figures it says SEM chromatography.
Additionally, they do not explain sample preparation or other details for these techniques.
Overall the results and discussion section needs to be explained in more detail.

Thank you for your reviewing my article. All indicated mistakes were corrected
and indicated as red color.

The referee is right. All indicated mistakes were corrected. Related section was
rewritten and indicated as red color

All indicated mistakes were corrected and indicated as red color.

Related section was detailed  and indicated as red color.

These sections were corrected and rewritten. All results were discussed in detail.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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