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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. Abstract. The first sentence is imprecise...were
prepared in this paper should read ...were prepared in
this work..

2. Introduction, second paragraph. Put dot after citing
references. For example...[2,4]. The same thing goes to
other places in the text. Lower case for B in Broad.

3. Wang. et al [8] prepared luminescent Fe30./CdTe
nanocomposites. The authors also prepared Fesz04/CdTe
nanoparticles. What is the difference between your
sample and that of Wang?

4. Experimental section, page 2, line 74. Was got should
read was obtained.

5. Page 3, spelling error for spectroscope. It should read
spectroscopy.

6. It is better to merge the subsections of preparation of
Fe304/CdTe, construction of Fe304/CdTe conjugated
moleculat beacon probe and hybridization of target DNA
under one subsection, “of preparation of Fe304/CdTe”.

7. Imprecise statement about infrared spectroscopy. It
used to study the chemical structure not structure as
claimed on page 3. The size should read particle size on
page 3.

8. Please label the samples (1 h to 6 h) in Fig. 1(A). It is
mentioned about FWHM in the discussion on optical
property. From where the author got the FWHM? The
XRD patterns of 1-6 h samples were not presented.

9. As the title of the manuscript suggest Fez0./CdTe
nanoparticle, why the figure caption for Fig. 3(b) and Fig.
4(b) mention Fe304-KH550 nanoparticle.
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10. The peak at 2830 and 1637 cm! in Fig. 3(b) were not
discussed. The same thing goes to the peak at 1627 cm!
in Fig. 3(a).

11. Line 184, “XRD is another....for the surface structure
studies” is incorrect statement. Please delete it. The
sentence in line 184-186 should be since it concerned
with theoretical background.

12. The scherrer equation should be put in the
experimental section.

13. The Fe30. nanoparticles size calculated from
Scherrer’s formula is 5.24 nm. However, the nanoparticle
size of 10 nm obtained from TEM image is for
Fe304/CdTe.

14. In Fig. 7, Fe304/CdTe is not labelled.

15. the first sentence in the paragraph discussing the
fluorescence needs to put in the experimental section.

16. The conclusions need to be re-written by drawing the
conclusions on the results of absorbance, fluorescence,
TEM,FT-IR, zeta potential and XRD. The same thing goes
to the abstract.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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