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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 

 

Although the manuscript may contain valuable data, 

the authors might have interpreted them incorrectly, 

namely, the authors seemed to mix up the 

physiological response and genetic alteration caused 

by radiation. 

 

Ionizing radiation induces reactive oxygen spaces 

(ROS) when irradiated to cells, which leads to the 

various stress responses including a production of 

secondary metabolites.  

 

Some of ROSs attack DNA and induce mutations, 

which occur randomly on the chromosomes, and it is 

quite low probability that the radiation changed 

plant gene(s) to produce specific secondary 

metabolites. 

 

If one would like to obtain the mutant plants 

producing more antimalarial products, the screening 

needs to be done from a quite large population of M2 

lines.  Then, you may examine the isolated 

candidate(s) of mutant(s).  The M1 shows no 

phenotype unless it has dominant mutation(s). 

 

Here, the authors seem to have examined the bulk of 

M1 and M2 plants, a mixture of plants which may or 

may not have mutations on various genes.  It is highly 

likely that the elevation of antimalarial products 

shown here is simply because of physiological 
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responses but not genetic change(s) due to ionizing 

radiation. 

 

If authors' aim is simply to produce more secondary 

metabolites by physiological responses, they should 

not describe about genetic alterations. 

Without more detailed analysis of genetic 

alterations, this simply makes readers confused. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

There are so many typos on the references. 

The authors should be more carefully. 
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