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Compulsory REVISION comments

Major flaw of this manuscript is lack of explanation for the grouping of accessions
into four populations. Accessions are listed in Table 1. but there is no indication of
their affiliation to four populations (lines 60-61).

The reason for using simple matching coefficient or explanation of data scoring
should be given (line 86).

Reasons for assuming Hardy-Weinberg equilibrium should be explained (lines 86-
91).

Lines 155-163 supported by Figure 2. and Table 4. just contribute even further to
the aforementioned confusion. Besides the four populations, the accessions can also
be grouped in a different way, according to variety (type?). This grouping can
probably be traced back to Table 1., but why is it not mentioned at all in Materials
and Methods? What was the reason for using two different groupings? It should all
be clearly and thoroughly explained in Materials and Methods. Furthermore, Table
4. Reveals small and uneven populations sizes, raising the question of
appropriateness of the used methods (indices).

Figures 3. And 4. Bear no indication of either of the groupings, thus becoming
completely useless for the uninformed reader.

Discussion has some weak points as well, but it is pointless to give any comments
before the improvement of both Materials and Methods and Results.

Minor REVISION comments

References 9 and 12 seem to be identical?

Optional /General comments
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