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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 
 

 
There is a suggestion to change the title of a paper, and do not use the word “attenuator”, 
because it is to strong and do not fits the obtained data.  
 
Main debate is about results and discussion part.  
First authors in methods part write, that F test was used for data analysis, but there is no 
data about that. Question is: was phosphorus statistically significant factor or not?  
 
About data presentation in figures. Usually, when we present means in scientific papers it 
goes together with standard errors, but this paper lacks it.  
In figure 1 there is presented letters “A” and “B”, what does it mean? If statistically 
significant difference, so between what cases? 
In figures 2 and 3 also I suggest present standard errors. It would help to make main 
conclusion about the effect of phosphorus on plants’ physiological and growth indicators. 
Because now, we see only tendency according the trends, but there is no information in 
figures about the significance of the effect of increasing P concentration and authors only 
write some examples about that in the text. 
  
In figure 2B there is no data of 50%Etr treatment variant. Why?  
 
Also, why in description of figure 2D there is written differently than in all the text. Better to 
write the same “instantaneous water use efficiency”, not “liquid photosynthesis”. 
 
In conclusions there should be mentioned not only tendency, but also should be answered 
the question - was the effect of increasing P concentration significant or not. And, can we 
use it as mitigator of the drought stress?  
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

There are no remarks for introduction. 
Material and methods part also well defined.  
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