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Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

The	title	article	is	Suitable	for	the	journal,	but	needs	are	a	revision	in	all	parts	certainly.	
-	Introduction	is	weak	and	needs	to	be	revised.	
	What	are	the	sources	and	effects	of	diazinon	and	malathion	production	in	the
environment?	
	What	are	international	and	local	standards	of	exposure	to	diazinon	and	malathion?	
	What	is	the	conventional	method	for	diazinon	and	malathion	removal?	
	Why	did	you	choose	UV/nano-ZnO	systems	for	toxicity	assessment?	
	Please	add	a	literature	review	in	the	introduction	part.	
-	The	manuscript	English	language	must	not	bear	any	error.	Some	sentences	need	to
revise.	
-	Why	Nitrosomonas	and	Nitrobacter	bacteria	were	selected?	
-	Please	add	a	statistical	analysis	method.	
-	Please	add	the	method	for	calculating	EC50and	NOEC.	
-	Discussion	is	so	weak	and	needs	to	generally	revise.	
	“The	results	show	that	diazinon	is	more	toxic	than	malathion	to	both	tested	bacteria.”
The	evaluation	of	toxicity	is	not	enough	with	EC50	,	NOEC	test.	It	usually	needs	to	check-
in	bacterial	cells	level,	before	and	after	exposure.	
	Why	Nitrobacter	is	more	sensitive	than	Nitrosomonas?	
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	Please	identify	what	is	nano-ZnO	toxicity	in	effluent?	How	are	you	justifying	this	toxicity
is	not	from	nano-ZnO	particles?	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Editor	my	comments	about	the	mentioned	manuscript	are	as	follows:	
-	Why	didn’t	acidic	pH	in	this	study?	
-	-Please	write	abstract	without	multi-section,	write	it	in	one	section.	
-	abstract	is	weak,	improve	it	
-	Mention	to	the	few	study	related	to	this	study	in	the	introduction	
-	-The	language	of	the	manuscript	should	be	improved	further.	Some	sentences	are
grammatically	incorrect.	
-	Material	and	methods	show	that	the	authors	didn’t	the	toxicity	effect	of	nano-particles	in
solution.	
-	Is	nano-particle	removed	after	irradiation?	
-	Discussion	is	weak,	mention	and	compare	the	obtained	result	with	another	study.	
-	A	few	good	articles	related	to	the	nano-	catalyst	are	in	the	Health	Scope	journal	which	can
you	mention.	
-	Revise	references	according	to	the	journal.	

Best	regards

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

1-The	title	article	is	Suitable	for	the	journal,	but	needs	revision	in	all	parts	certainly.	
-	Introduction	is	weak	and	needs	to	be	revised.	
-	What	are	the	sources	and	effectsofdiazinon	and	malathion	production	in	the	environment?	
-	What	are	international	and	local	standards	of	exposure	to	diazinon	and	malathion?	
-	What	is	the	conventional	method	for	diazinon	and	malathion	removal?	
-	Why	did	you	choose	UV/nano-ZnO	systems	for	toxicity	assessment?	
-	Please	add	a	literature	review	in	the	introduction	part.	
-	The	manuscript	English	language	must	not	bear	any	error.	Some	sentences	need	to
revise.	
-	Why	Nitrosomonas	and	Nitrobacter	bacteria	were	selected?	
-	Please	add	a	statistical	analysis	method.	
-	Please	add	the	method	for	calculating	EC50and	NOEC.	
-	Discussion	is	so	weak	and	needs	to	generally	revise.	
-	“The	results	show	that	diazinon	is	more	toxic	than	malathion	to	both	tested	bacteria.”	The
evaluation	of	toxicity	is	not	enough	with	EC50	,	NOEC	test.	It	usually	needs	to	check-in	the
level	of	the	bacterial	cells,	before	and	after	exposure.	
-	Why	Nitrobacter	is	more	sensitive	than	Nitrosomonas?	
-	Please	identify	what	is	nano-ZnO	toxicity	in	effluent?	How	are	you	justifying	this	toxicity	is
not	from	nano-ZnO	particles?	

2-	Why	didn’t	acidic	pH	in	this	study?	
-	-Please	write	abstract	without	multi-section,	write	it	in	one	section.	
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-	abstract	is	weak,	improve	it	
-	Mention	to	the	few	study	related	to	this	study	in	the	introduction	
-	-The	language	of	the	manuscript	should	be	improved	further.	Some	sentences	are
grammatically	incorrect.	
-	Material	and	methods	show	that	the	authors	didn’t	the	toxicity	effect	of	nano-particles	in
solution.	
-	Is	nano-particle	removed	after	irradiation?	
-	Discussion	is	weak,	mention	and	compare	the	obtained	result	with	other	studies.	
-	A	few	good	articles	related	to	the	nano-	catalyst	are	in	the	Health	Scope	journal	which	can
you	mention	the	those.	
-	Revise	references	according	to	the	journal.	

Best	regards	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

1-The	title	article	is	Suitable	for	the	journal,	but	needs	revision	in	all	parts	certainly.	
-	Introduction	is	weak	and	needs	to	be	revised.	
-	What	are	the	sources	and	effectsofdiazinon	and	malathion	production	in	the	environment?	
-	What	are	international	and	local	standards	of	exposure	to	diazinon	and	malathion?	
-	What	is	the	conventional	method	for	diazinon	and	malathion	removal?	
-	Why	did	you	choose	UV/nano-ZnO	systems	for	toxicity	assessment?	
-	Please	add	a	literature	review	in	the	introduction	part.	
-	The	manuscript	English	language	must	not	bear	any	error.	Some	sentences	need	to
revise.	
-	Why	Nitrosomonas	and	Nitrobacter	bacteria	were	selected?	
-	Please	add	a	statistical	analysis	method.	
-	Please	add	the	method	for	calculating	EC50and	NOEC.	
-	Discussion	is	so	weak	and	needs	to	generally	revise.	
-	“The	results	show	that	diazinon	is	more	toxic	than	malathion	to	both	tested	bacteria.”	The
evaluation	of	toxicity	is	not	enough	with	EC50	,	NOEC	test.	It	usually	needs	to	check-in
bacterial	cells	level,	before	and	after	exposure.	
-	Why	Nitrobacter	is	more	sensitive	than	Nitrosomonas?	
-	Please	identify	what	is	nano-ZnO	toxicity	in	effluent?	How	are	you	justifying	this	toxicity	is
not	from	nano-ZnO	particles?	

2-	Why	didn’t	acidic	pH	in	this	study?	
-	-Please	write	abstract	without	multi-section,	write	it	in	one	section.	
-	abstract	is	weak,	improve	it	
-	Mention	to	the	few	study	related	to	this	study	in	the	introduction	
-	-The	language	of	the	manuscript	should	be	improved	further.	Some	sentences	are
grammatically	incorrect.	
-	Material	and	methods	show	that	the	authors	didn’t	the	toxicity	effect	of	nano-particles	in
solution.	
-	Is	nano-particle	removed	after	irradiation?	
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-	Discussion	is	weak,	mention	and	compare	the	obtained	result	with	another	study.	
-	A	few	good	articles	related	to	the	nano-	catalyst	are	in	the	Health	Scope	journal	which	can
you	mention	the	those.	
-	Revise	references	according	to	the	journal.	

Best	regards	

Health Scope. Open Peer Review; e83067. Page 5 of 13



OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

Revision	(1)

Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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Journal: Health Scope
Manuscript ID: 83067
Title: Toxicity of malathion and diazinon byproducts produced through the UV/nano-Zn process
Revision: [0]

Dear Editor in Chief

Thank you for  valuable  comments  of  reviewers.   Our  responses  to  reviewers'  comments
(manuscript ID: 83067) are as follow. Please kindly consider that all comments have been
responded.

Best regards
Corresponding author 

Reviewers' Comments:
Reviewer 1:
- Why didn’t acidic pH in this study?
Reply: In this study we used Nitrobacter and Nitrosomonas in bioassay tests and such strains
cannot tolerate acidic pH. Anyway, according to this comment we added this reason in the
discussion section (page 9 paragraph 2) as an opportunity for future studies. 
 
-Please write abstract without multi-section, write it in one section.
Reply: It was revised

- abstract is weak, improve it
Reply: It was revised

- Mention to the few study related to this study in introduction
Reply: The related studies were added at the end of paragraph 2 page 2.

-The  language  of  the  manuscript  should  be  improved  further.  Some  sentences  are
grammatically incorrect.
Reply: The whole of manuscript was revised grammatically. 

- Material and methods show that the authors didn’t the toxicity effect of nao-particles in
solution. Is nano-particle removed after irradiation?
Reply: the nanoparticles were removed before bioassay and this illustration was added at the
end of paragraph 3, page 3.

- Discussion is weak, mention and compare the obtained result with other study.
Reply: It was revised (the added sentences were highlighted)

- A few good articles related to the nano- catalyst are in Health Scope journal which can you
mention the those.
Reply: Reference numbers of 29-31 were added.

- Revise references according to the journal.
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Reply: They were revised. 

Reviewer 2:
The title article is Suitable for the journal, but need to revision in all parts certainly.
Reply: All parts of article were revised. The changes were highlighted.

- Introduction is weak and need to be revised.
Reply: It was revised. The changes were highlighted.

- What are the sources and effects of diazinon and malathion production in environment?
Reply: It was added in paragraph 1 page 2

- What are international and local standards of exposure to diazinon and malathion?
Reply: It was added in  page 2 line 9.
- What is the conventional method for diazinon and malathion removal?
Reply: It was added in page 2 parabgraph 2.

- Why you choose UV/nano-ZnO systems to toxicity assessment? 
Reply: The reason was written in page 2 paragraph 2. 

- Please add literature review in introduction part.
Reply: It was added. The sentences were highlighted.

- The manuscript English language must not bear any error. Some sentence need to revise.
Reply: The whole of manuscript was revised.

- Why Nitrosomonas and Nitrobacter bacteria were selected?
Reply: It was added at the end of page 2 (highlighted sentence)

- Please add statistical analysis method.
Reply: It was added in final paragraph of page 4.

- Please add the method for calculating EC50 and NOEC. 
Reply: It was added in final paragraph of page 4.

- Discussion is so weak and need to generally revise. 
Reply: It was revised. The new sentences were highlighted.

- “The results show that diazinon is more toxic than malathion to both tested bacteria.” The
evaluation of toxicity is not enough with EC50 , NOEC test. It usually needs to check in
bacterial cells level, before and after exposure. 
Reply:  As  it  was  written  in  “introduction”  section,  one  of  the  fast  and  reliable  toxicity
methods  is  dehydrogenase  enzyme  assay using  resazurin.  This  bioassay is  based  on  the
function of viable and active bacteria.  So,  this  method is  representative of bacterial  cells
level.

- Why Nitrobacter is more sensitive than Nitrosomonas? 
Reply: It was added to page 8, paragraph 4.

2
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- Please identify what is nano-ZnO toxicity in effluent? How are you justifying this toxicity is
not form nano-ZnO particles?
Reply: The nano-ZnO was removed from the solution before the toxicity assessment. This
illustration was added at the end of paragraph 3, page 3 (highlighted sentence).

Associate Editor's Comments:
Associate Editor 1:

1-The  title  article  is  Suitable  for  the  journal,  but  need  to  revision  in  all  parts  certainly.
Reply: All parts of article were revised. The changes were highlighted.
- Introduction is weak and need to be revised.
Reply: It was revised. The changes were highlighted.

- What are the sources and effects of diazinon and malathion production in environment?
Reply: It was added in paragraph 1 page 2

- What are international and local standards of exposure to diazinon and malathion?
Reply: It was added in  page 2 line 9.

- What is the conventional method for diazinon and malathion removal?
Reply: It was added in page 2 parabgraph 2.

- Why you choose UV/nano-ZnO systems to toxicity assessment? 
Reply: The reason was written in page 2 paragraph 2. 

- Please add literature review in introduction part.
Reply: It was added. The sentences were highlighted.

- The manuscript English language must not bear any error. Some sentence need to revise.
Reply: The whole of manuscript was revised.

- Why Nitrosomonas and Nitrobacter bacteria were selected?
Reply: It was added at the end of page 2 (highlighted sentence)

- Please add statistical analysis method.
Reply: It was added in final paragraph of page 4.

- Please add the method forcalculating EC50and NOEC.
Reply: It was added in final paragraph of page 4.
 
- Discussion is so weak and need to generally revise. 
Reply: It was revised. The new sentences were highlighted.

- “The results show that diazinon is more toxic than malathion to both tested bacteria.” The
evaluation of toxicity is not enough with EC50 ,  NOEC test.  It usually needs to check in
bacterial cells level, before and after exposure.
Reply:  As  it  was  written  in  “introduction”  section,  one  of  the  fast  and  reliable  toxicity
methods  is  dehydrogenase  enzyme  assay using  resazurin.  This  bioassay is  based  on  the
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function of viable and active bacteria.  So,  this  method is  representative of bacterial  cells
level.
 
- Why Nitrobacter is more sensitive than Nitrosomonas? 
Reply: It was added to page 8, paragraph 4.

- Please identify what is nano-ZnO toxicity in effluent? How are you justifying this toxicity is
not form nano-ZnO particles?
Reply: the nano-ZnO was removed from the solution before the toxicity assessment. This
illustration was added at the end of paragraph 3, page 3 (highlighted sentence).

2- Why didn’t acidic pH in this study?
Reply: In this study we use Nitrobacter and Nitrosomonas in bioassay tests and such strains
cannot tolerate acidic pH. Anyway,  according to this  comment we add this  reason in the
discussion section (page 9 paragraph 2) as an opportunity for future studies.

- Please write abstract without multi-section, write it in one section.
Reply: It was revised.

- abstract is weak, improve it
Reply: It was revised.

- Mention to the few study related to this study in introduction
Reply: The related studies were added at the end of paragraph 2 page 2.

-  The  language  of  the  manuscript  should  be  improved  further.  Some  sentences  are
grammatically incorrect.
Reply: The whole of manuscript was revised grammatically.

- Material and methods show that the authors didn’t the toxicity effect of nao-particles in
solution. Is nano-particle removed after irradiation?
Reply: the nanoparticles were removed before bioassay and this illustration was added at the
end of paragraph 3, page 3.

- Discussion is weak, mention and compare the obtained result with other study.
Reply: It was revised (the added sentences were highlighted)

- A few good articles related to the nano- catalyst are in Health Scope journal which can you
mention the those.
Reply: Reference numbers of 29-31 were added.

- Revise references according to the journal.
Reply: They were revised.

EIC Decision:

1-The  title  article  is  Suitable  for  the  journal,  but  need  to  revision  in  all  parts  certainly.
Reply: All parts of article were revised. The changes were highlighted.
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- Introduction is weak and need to be revised.
Reply: It was revised. The changes were highlighted.

- What are the sources and effects of diazinon and malathion production in environment?
Reply: It was added in paragraph 1 page 2

- What are international and local standards of exposure to diazinon and malathion?
Reply: It was added in  page 2 line 9.

- What is the conventional method for diazinon and malathion removal?
Reply: It was added in page 2 parabgraph 2.

- Why you choose UV/nano-ZnO systems to toxicity assessment? 
Reply: The reason was written in page 2 paragraph 2. 

- Please add literature review in introduction part.
Reply: It was added. The sentences were highlighted.

- The manuscript English language must not bear any error. Some sentence need to revise.
Reply: The whole of manuscript was revised.

- Why Nitrosomonas and Nitrobacter bacteria were selected?
Reply: It was added at the end of page 2 (highlighted sentence)

- Please add statistical analysis method.
Reply: It was added in final paragraph of page 4.

- Please add the method forcalculating EC50and NOEC.
Reply: It was added in final paragraph of page 4.
 
- Discussion is so weak and need to generally revise. 
Reply: It was revised. The new sentences were highlighted.

- “The results show that diazinon is more toxic than malathion to both tested bacteria.” The
evaluation of toxicity is not enough with EC50 ,  NOEC test.  It usually needs to check in
bacterial cells level, before and after exposure.
Reply:  As  it  was  written  in  “introduction”  section,  one  of  the  fast  and  reliable  toxicity
methods  is  dehydrogenase  enzyme  assay using  resazurin.  This  bioassay is  based  on  the
function of viable and active bacteria.  So,  this  method is  representative of bacterial  cells
level.
 
- Why Nitrobacter is more sensitive than Nitrosomonas? 
Reply: It was added to page 8, paragraph 4.

- Please identify what is nano-ZnO toxicity in effluent? How are you justifying this toxicity is
not form nano-ZnO particles?
Reply: the nano-ZnO was removed from the solution before the toxicity assessment. This
illustration was added at the end of paragraph 3, page 3 (highlighted sentence).

2- Why didn’t acidic pH in this study?

5
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Reply: In this study we use Nitrobacter and Nitrosomonas in bioassay tests and such strains
cannot tolerate acidic pH. Anyway,  according to this  comment we add this  reason in the
discussion section (page 9 paragraph 2) as an opportunity for future studies.

- Please write abstract without multi-section, write it in one section.
Reply: It was revised.

- abstract is weak, improve it
Reply: It was revised.

- Mention to the few study related to this study in introduction
Reply: The related studies were added at the end of paragraph 2 page 2.

-  The  language  of  the  manuscript  should  be  improved  further.  Some  sentences  are
grammatically incorrect.
Reply: The whole of manuscript was revised grammatically.

- Material and methods show that the authors didn’t the toxicity effect of nao-particles in
solution. Is nano-particle removed after irradiation?
Reply: the nanoparticles were removed before bioassay and this illustration was added at the
end of paragraph 3, page 3.

- Discussion is weak, mention and compare the obtained result with other study.
Reply: It was revised (the added sentences were highlighted)

- A few good articles related to the nano- catalyst are in Health Scope journal which can you
mention the those.
Reply: Reference numbers of 29-31 were added.

- Revise references according to the journal.
Reply: They were revised.
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OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

Revision	(1)

Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	editor	

The	article	has	been	revised	according	to	comments,	So	admission	for	acceptable	in	the
journal.best	regards.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	editor	

The	article	has	been	revised	according	to	comments,	So	admission	for	acceptable	in	the
journal.	
Best	regards

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	author	

The	article	has	been	revised	according	to	comments,	So	admission	for	acceptable	in	the
journal.	
best	regards

6	Feb	2019

6	Feb	2019

7	Feb	2019
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