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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

Authors present their review on the modern prospect of 
creating Grid-technologies for information economics in the 
World and Ukraine.  They base their study on 
nanotechnology, Biotechnology, Information technology and 
Cognitive science (NBIC) technologies. 
Organization of the paper needs to be improved. Introduction 
is 1 page, methodology is 1/4 page, results and discussion 
section is 18.5 pages and conclusion is 1.5 pages.  
Since this paper is not an application paper, it is not 
reasonable to have results and discussion section. In my 
opinion, you don’t need to use the term "results and 
discussion" in the header. You can remove and change 
heading numbers 3.1 and 3 to 3 and 4 respectively. 3.1 is too 
long, it needs to be reorganized. You can create additional 
chapter. 
Conclusion needs to be based on your reviews and studies. 
Here, it mostly sounds trivial. You can improve that section. 
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