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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

  

In general Authors are urged to discuss critically their 

data in the light of the literature cited by the reviewer. 

Also, the MS should be implemented with more 

experimental data (experiments are suggested in a 

comment embedded in the reviewed text). This would 

make the work stronger, more credible and informative. 

The MS lacks scientific robustness, soundness is difficult 

to appreciate when so few experimental data are 

presented and discussed in a superficial manner. 

In conclusion the MS is not publishable as such. 

Specific comments are visible in the PDF file in 
the form of balloons. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Revise the English form and focus better the aims and 

scopes of the work. 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

The data presented in this work are much too 

preliminary. The MS is not suite to be submitted as a full 

research paper. Possibly the Authors should reduce it 

down to a short communication. But also in this case the 

experimental results would remain scant and almost 

deprived of interest for a general reader engaged in the 

field. 
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