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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 
 

Results :  
Table 1: authors mentioned maximum and minimum 
absorptions which are -to my opinion- useless; it could be 
more interesting to show the amounts of pigments.   
Table 3: proteins and amino acids results of the screening 
are not mentioned.  
Discussion: this part is very weak. Authors just presented -
again- the results without any explanation.    This part lacks 
also the statistical study.  
Authors discussed solvents' efficiency including water and 
hot water, however organic solvents efficiency have been 
mentioned only in "the conclusion part"   

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Generally, results found by authors are interesting. However, 
I strongly recommend statistical study to this paper. Certainly, 
when using correlations or different statistical tests interesting 
results will show up.  Statistics always strengthen the 
discussion.  
Discussion should be redone with more precision and depth.   
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