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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 
 

Manuscript concerns an interesting question related with the evaluation 
of the potentiality of faba bean parental genotypes and their crosses, the 
heterotic effects and general and specific combining ability effects for 
some quantitative traits in Giza Research Stations, Agriculture Research 
Center (ARC), Egypt. Six parents of faba bean were used in this study. 
 
Abstract is clear, informative, brief and representative of the work and 
underlines the significance of the subject.  
Introduction is understandable, clear and comprehensive exposing the 
reader to the topic.  
Purpose and objectives are scientifically appropriate. In “Introduction” 
are cited 16 authors.  
The methods used are accurate and correctly described. So described 
they allow experiment to be reproduced. Appropriate statistics was used. 
The experimental results are thoroughly and logically interpreted in the 
discussion and presented with clarity. Author (-s) compared the results 
obtained with the experiments and results of previous studies on the 
relevant subject. The findings are particularly valuable having in a mind 
importance of the crop studied. 
In Discussion are used 8 authors. 
Tables are well represented in the manuscript according to journal guide 
for authors. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

However, some minor errors were noted: 
In “Introduction”: 
“..El-Hady et al. (1997) (13)…. “ 
Is the same author or another relative with  
13. “Hady, M. M., Gh.A. Gad El-Karim and M.A. Omar (1997)…” in 
References? 
 

Changed 
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In “Materials and methods” 
I have no comments, but I think there is no need to write formulas 
commonly known methods. 
 
In “Results and discussion”: 
Table 6 is not mentioned in the main text. 
 
In “Conclusion”. 
I think it is better conclusion to be presented in more detail and concrete. 
Not only ceased in one sentence and not begin again with the word 
conclusion. 

 
 
Formulas deleted 
 
 
Done 
 
 
 
done 
 

Optional/General comments 
 

Organization into sections and subsections was well done and paper 
structure is clear and arranged according to journal style.  

 
 

 


