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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic in transition-metal catalysis, copper-mediated cross-coupling reactions. It provides a broad overview of Cu-based methods as sustainable alternatives to palladium chemistry. This is valuable for synthetic and organometallic chemists seeking eco-friendly catalysts. However, the work needs improvement in organization, clarity, grammar, and referencing consistency to achieve scholarly standards.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is relevant, but consider refining it to better reflect the review nature and scope.
My suggested alternative is:
“Cu-mediated cross-coupling reactions and their applications: An Overview”

The use of "Their" is grammatically more correct, and “Cross-Coupling” is the standard term in the literature.

Or

“Copper-mediated Cross-coupling reactions: Mechanisms, advances, and synthetic applications”
This phrasing emphasizes both the mechanistic and applied aspects discussed.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract conveys the general idea of the work but lacks organization and coherence. It should offer a concise summary of the chapter’s objective, the main classes of reactions discussed, the significance of copper-based systems in comparison to palladium-based ones, and the future perspectives in the field. In addition, several typographical errors (such as “noligand,” “aroamtic,” and “reacivity”) need correction. The abstract would also benefit from the inclusion of key examples or recent developments, such as Cu nanocatalysts and the use of green solvent systems.


Can the authors provide 2–3 recent examples (from 2020–2025) to highlight current directions in Cu-catalyzed copper-mediated cross-coupling reactions?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The chemistry presented is generally accurate; however, the mechanistic discussion would benefit from several enhancements. The authors should incorporate updated mechanistic schemes that clearly depict the relevant oxidation-state cycles, particularly the Cu(I)/Cu(III) pathway. It is also important to clarify the distinction between single-electron transfer processes and ionic mechanisms, as well as to differentiate classical copper couplings from modern ligand-assisted variants. In addition, the manuscript would be strengthened by including mechanistic comparisons to well-known transformations such as Chan–Lam, Glaser–Hay, and Ullmann-type couplings. All reaction schemes should report essential conditions, including solvent, temperature, and catalyst loading and the numbering of schemes must be consistent and properly referenced throughout the chapter.

Have the authors considered including computational or kinetic data references supporting Cu(I)/Cu(III) cycles?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are classical and somewhat outdated. Only a few post-2015 citations are included. For a 2025 publication, references should be updated to reflect recent Cu-catalyzed C–C, C–N, and C–O couplings.

Correct formatting errors (missing commas, misplaced periods, inconsistent abbreviations).

Could the authors expand the “References” section with at least five papers from 2020–2024 showing modern trends like photocatalysis or Cu nanoparticles?
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	The manuscript requires substantial language editing. Grammatical errors such as “reacivity,” “emplyoing,” and “quatity” should be corrected, and the overall sentence flow improved through shorter and more structured phrasing. The tense should be used consistently, and the tone kept uniformly formal. For example, a more polished version of one sentence could be: “Copper catalysis provides an eco-friendly alternative to palladium systems, offering unique chemo-selectivity and cost-effectiveness.” Professional proofreading or language-editing support is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The figures and schemes in the manuscript currently lack captions that explain the significance of the reactions. It is recommended to include a comparative summary table highlighting differences between Pd and Cu catalysis in terms of cost, yield, and sustainability. While the “Conclusion” section is concise, it should also address future directions, such as the use of Cu nanoparticles and electrochemical Cu coupling. Additionally, all acronyms should be defined upon their first appearance.
Would the authors consider adding a short section titled “Challenges and Future Prospects of Cu Catalysis”?


While scientifically valuable, it requires thorough restructuring, language refinement, and updating of references before it can be considered for acceptance.
Specifically, the title should be made more precise and professional. The abstract needs improved structure, clarity, and a clear statement of objectives. The scientific content requires clarification of reaction mechanisms and the inclusion of modern developments. References should be updated with at least five recent sources. Figures and schemes must have consistent numbering and descriptive captions. A full grammatical and stylistic revision is necessary, and formatting should be standardized, ensuring uniform chemical symbols and reaction notations throughout the manuscript.

	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No apparent ethical concerns.
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