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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

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

Compulsory 
REVISION 
comments 
 

The article makes a positive impression. The article is written on an actual issue and is important for 
the development of the region. The article is devoted to the study of the changes in chlorophyll and 
carotenoid contents under two irrigation regimes. 
In Figures 1-6, the captions for the histograms are incorrectly indicated, for example, "Chlorophyll B at", 
"Сarotenoid content at" 
But these remarks do not reduce the value of the whole work. 

 

Minor REVISION 
comments 

It may be appropriate to arrange the text and tables in a different way to avoid large spaces between 
the text and table breaks (however, this may be due to different software versions on the computers) 

 

Optional/Genera
l comment 

It should be noted that the author has processed a significant amount of scientific sources. 
The conclusions are logical and well-founded. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical 
issues here in details) 
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