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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 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION 
comments 
 

1-) The literature is not enough in the study. 
 
2-) There are some deficiencies in the materials and 
methods section.  
For example,there were not given any information about 
soil features of experiment field and climatic data of 
experiment year.   
The observations, determined in this study,  were done 
according to which literature,  there are not any 
information in the text. 
There were not given any enough information about 
chickpea varieties.  
A literature on statistical methods has not been given. 
Significance levels of F values were not given in the text.  
 
3) Generally, only results of this study are given in the 
results and discussion section of the manuscript.  
Discussion is quite weak. 
 
4-) Abstract should be revised. And it should be written 
again.  
iano et al w 
5-) Valenc as not given in literature list.  
 
6-) The researcher should be aware of abbreviations. 

 
i)New literature has been included in the study. 

 
ii)Soil features of experiment field and climatic 
data of experiment year have been included.  
iii Significance levels given in the bottom of the 
table 
iii)Discussion  has been added. 
iv) Abstract has been written again. 
v) Valenc has  added in literature list. 

 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional /General  comments 
 

  

 


