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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

The reviewer would like to know how the author(s) confirmed the extract only
contained cyanidin.

The extract should contain saccharide. So the third paragraph in 83.1 may be
rewritten.

Please confirm the dose rate in Fig. 2 caption.

Is 113 and 114. Please confirm the Ag and Ay, absorption or absorbance?

If Fig. 2 is correct, please revise Fig. 3, Table 2 and corresponding discussion
because the plots do not correspond with the equation 1. Please confirm the dose
rate value in Fig. 3 caption.

Is 122-124. Duplication. Please remove the sentences.

Please add the dose rate of 0.425 kGy/h to Fig. 4 caption.

Please confirm the left axis labels in Fig. 4.

If Fig. 2 is correct, please confirm the legends in Fig. 4. Table 3, Figures 4, 5 and 6,
and corresponding discussion may be revised.

Please confirm the dose rate value in abstract and conclusions.

Minor REVISION comments

Is. 98-99. The sentence “The increase of ... effect of irradiation.” does not make sense.
Please rewrite it.

Is. 107 and 132. “Evaluation the relation...” Please rewrite it.
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