The main author:

Žaklina Todorović
Vinča Institute of Nuclear Sciences, University of Belgrade
P.O. Box 522
11001 Belgrade
To 

Editor-In-Chief of the Journal of the Serbian Chemical Society

Dear Editor,

Hereby, we are sending an improved version of our manuscript ”Interpretative Optimization of the Isocratic Ion Chromatographic Separation of Anions” by Žaklina N. Todorović, Ljubinka V. Rajaković and Antonije E. Onjia,  (Ref. No. 1273). All improvements in this, revised manuscript are now marked by yellowed font.
We considered all comments and suggestions of the reviewers; most of them are accepted and incorporated in this, revised manuscript. In this manner, we made the following corrections in the manuscript.
Reviewer A:
1. Page 4:

Line 115, 118 and 120. Write brackets in equations correctly ([],()…)

Accepted and corrected accordingly.  
2. Page 13  
Izvod

Line 314: Zameniti “interpretativna optimizaciona strategija za

optimizaciju “…., sa “interpretativna optimizaciona strategija za

izokratsko razdvajanje devet anjona” da ne bi bilo ponavljanje

optimizacina za optimizaciju (neka vrsta pleonazma).

Accepted and corrected accordingly. 
3. Line 315: Umesto mravlja kiselina treba da stoji formijat (to je anjon)

Accepted and corrected accordingly. 
4. Line 317: Dodati reč smeša ispred karbonat/bikarbonat
Accepted and corrected accordingly. 
Reviewer B:
1. This work focuses on interpretative optimization of the isocratic IC separation of the anions. The work is well organized and not hard to read.

The retention mechanisms are explained well as well as optimization strategy but the peak shape modeling procedure is missing. Moreover the novelty of the research is poorly explained; all calculations presented in this work are well explained in already published articles (some of them can be find in cited in this manuscript). Therefore the recommendation is to accept the work after major revision basically oriented to explain novelty in more

detail.
Following the sugesstions of the Reviewer B, we added in the text:

-
the paragraph with more details on “the novelty of the research“:

“Main resulting novelty is this study is an advancement in the IC optimization thgrough an integration of several different steps: analyte speciation in the mobile phase, retention models analysis, experimental designs evaluation and chromatographic peaks simulation. This approach relies on both simultaneous and sequential investigation the variables in the system that effect the overall performances of the IC analysis of inorganic anions and low molecular weight organic acids.“   

-
the paragraph with more details on “the peak shape modeling procedure“: 

“In general, a chromatographic peaks shape originates from the Gaussian distribution function, although, tailings and frontings are common in ion chromatography. This can be easily drawn by exponentially modified Gaussian (EMG) function. The EMG distribution is the convolution of a Gaussian distribution and an exponential distribution which are independent of each other. It is defined by three parameters: retention time and standard deviation of the parent Gaussian function and the time constant of the exponential decay function providing that asymmetrical peaks are shaped in a chromatogram.“
Reviewer C:
1. Are the conclusions adequately supported by the data?: 


no

To address this remark of the Reviewer, we included additional text in the manuscript with more details on the novelty, modeling and our statement on good predictive power of the model was supported with an additional graph (Fig. 4. Relationship between the measured and calculated…)
2. Is the quality of the figures (including legends and axes labelling)satisfactory?: 


no

The quality of the figures are checked and redrawn.
3. In the part Results and discussion / Intepretative optimization / the authors do not explain their contribution to this process of optimization. No scientific contribution in this part.

The main scientific contribution in this work is an advancement in the IC optimization through an integration of analyte speciation, retention modeling, factorial analysis and chromatogram simulation relaying on both simultaneous and sequential investigation the factors in the IC system.   
4. Nevertheless, in the metioned references 22, is applied a completely different mobile phase system, so these models are not comparable with the systems applied in this paper. 

This was error in the volume and pages. We thank the Reviewer for this notice. 

Instead of cited reference
“Critical comparison of retention models for optimisation of the separation of anions in ion chromatography: I. Non-suppressed anion chromatography using phthalate eluents and three different stationary phases, Journal of Chromatography A, Volume 829, Issues 1–2, 31 December 1998, Pages 65-80, John E. Madden, Paul R. Haddad“

It should be reference
“Critical comparison of retention models for the optimisation of the separation of anions in ion chromatography: II. Suppressed anion chromatography using carbonate eluents, Journal of Chromatography A, Volume 850, Issues 1–2, 30 July 1999, Pages 29-41, John E. Madden, Paul R. Haddad“

We made correction accordingly. 
5. In the part Results and discussion / Distribution of the species in the eluent / the authors state generally known facts about these findings. No scientific contribution. On my opinion This part should be omitted from results and discussion.

We disagree with the Reviewer. Even though the carbonate/bicarbonate distribution as well as the distribution of other studied species are well-known, in this work we discussed this partical IC multispecies system comprised of the species both in the injected sample as analytes and the components of the eluent phase interfering each other. 

6. it is necessary to improve the quality of written equations and figures

Accepted and corrected accordingly.
7. it is necessary to carefully read paper and corrected typographical errors eg. line 14 bicarbonate instead of bicaronate, line 21 word optimal, etc.

Accepted and corrected accordingly.
REPORT: 


- The authors say: Good agreement between the experimentally obtained and the calculated retention times and peak resolution is confirming the high predictive power of the used model.

SSE is not enough to finding evidence! It is necessary to confirm predictive power of the used model.
This suggestion was accepted. 

In chapter Results and discussion/ Predicted and calculated table, line 193, new sentences and one figure (Fig. 4.) are added:
„as can be seen from the Fig. 4. Calculated retention coefficients as a function of the measured retention coefficients is a linear with a slope and intercept close to one and zero (y=-0.1322x + 1.00395). This confirms the agreement between theoretical and experimental values of retention coefficients.“  
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Fig. 4. Relationship between the measured and calculated capacity factors for nine anions

The following corrections are: Fig. 4 is now Fig. 5., Fig. 5. is now Fig. 6.
All the other corrections (mostly small) are about language check, style and grammar, and they are not mentioned here.
In order to reach the level of a publishable paper, we are sending an improved manuscript

with implemented suggestions.
Yours sincerely,

Žaklina Todorović, corresponding author.
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