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Compulsory REVISION comments

The article has an original idea, yet has serious flaws:

-first of all, it requires major revision of the English language;

-the drafting needs correction, as it contains major errors;

-the abbreviations (FTIR, HNMR, CNMR, DPPH) should be explained the first time they appear in the text;

-the Introduction section does not provide sufficient information to describe the present state of knowledge;

-what was the aim of the study? It is not formulated;

-in the section “Materials and methods” the authors should specify the provenance of the materials used in the study
(producer, batch no etc.); besides, the analysis methods are not described in detail;

-in the beginning of the section “Results and Discussion”, the paragraph from the “Materials and methods” section is
repeated; the results are presented without being accompanied by a description of them, so it is very difficult for the
reader to understand their meaning;

-in subchapter 3.1, entitled “Spectral data”, only data are presented, with no explanation; subchapter 3.2 is entitled “in
vitro antioxidant screening”, but refers to the data presented in subchapter 3.1;

- there is practically no "Discussions" section, there are no references to other specialized studies;

- the authors state at the end of the article that the 3d compound is more effective, but there is no statistical analysis in
the study to prove this;

-the References are old. More new references should be added, as they are available in the literature;

- reference 17 is not referred to anywhere in the text.
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