Answers to reviewers comments
Abstract:
1. There is not clearly defined hypothesis in the “Abstract” or in the “Introduction”
2. The authors should give the aim of the work, the main results and conclusions

We changed the “Abstract”, more clearly defined hypothesis of manuscript and gave the aim of the work and the main results and conclusions.
We changed some parts of “Introduction” to clearly defined hypothesis of manuscript.
Introduction: 
The authors should include a paragraph related to the DBD reactors

We included a paragraph related to the DBD reactors in corrected manuscript.
Material and methods:
1. This section has to be re-written. Each section related to the preparation of  solution should be accompanied with separate headlines.
Each section related to the preparation of  solution was accompanied with separate headlines. This section was re-writtened.
2. Detailed information about instruments (name, city, state) should be included
Detailed information about instruments (name, city, state) was included.
3. Please explain how iodometric procedure was performed.
We was explained how iodometric procedure was performed in headline “Iodometric procedure”
4. Please avoid repetition.
We tried to avoid repetition.
Results and Discussion:

1. The authors  should include concisely presented results and there significance discussed and compared to relevant literature data

We included results of relevant literature data.
2.   line 143-144, please clarify how the concentration of ozone and all oxidative species was determined.
After we explained how iodometric procedure was performed in headline “Iodometric procedure”, we clarifided how the concentration of ozone as oxidative species was determined in our DBD reactor.
3. Line 151- 156- please  clarify are those conclusions supported by literature data
We clarified how those conclusions are supported by literature data
4. Fig.1. Please indicate source (  from where this picture was adapted or taken)
We included references in this part of manuscript to indicate the source of pictures
5. It is not clear why the  same results are presented in form of Table and Figs. The results should be presented either in form of Table or Fig.  This comment apply to all presented results.
In the corrected manuscript we deleted results from Figures and left only Tables, to avoid repetition

6. Table II; Please clarify why the negative value ( -33.33) is presented on Fig.3 as a positive number.

The negative value presented in Table II was typing mistake and it was corrected.
7. Line 214-216- Please clarify the statement that …”each pass has no significant impact on the rates”… if you did not perform statistical analysis.
We used an inadequate phrase “significant“ and change it to “important“.

Conclusions:
This section needs to be modified.  Please give a conclusion related to the data obtained, instead of repetition of  what was already written in results and discussion sections.
This section was modified.
