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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 

 

1. The format used to prepare the abstract is not commonly use. The 

traditional method of using descriptive paragraphs is recommended. 

2. Common terms such as correlation and sesame are not suggested to 

be used in the keywords selection. 

3. Instead of presenting all the definitions of the acronym names like in 

L89-92, construction of a table with all the acronym names and 

definitions is suggested. The acronym name should then be used 

throughout the rest of the text instead of spelling out in  full as in 

Tables 1 and 2. 

4. “traits” and “character” are used interchangeably. Using just one 

term is more preferable. 

5. What happens to the diagonal matrix in Table 4? 

6. The necessity of including dissimilarity and similarity of study 

results with previous studies in the results and discussions sections 

is highly debateable. 

7. Naming of the genotypes is unclear in Figure 1. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. L48, a better scientific term than “cakes” should be used. 

2. Need to clean up some spacing errors. 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

This is a well-written article. The study design is logical. Study results 

have been clearly presented with adequate evidence and supporting 

facts. The conclusions are concise and well supported by study results. 
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