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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 
 

This short report is presenting the evaluation of the genetic diversity of loofah accessions 
(Luffa cylindrica L.) by multivariate analyses techniques to the study of genetic divergence. 
 
The English is poor, numerous grammar mistakes within the text. 
 
The methods section is very brief and only a rough outline is given without details. 
No statistical analysis/comparison at all is presented in the manuscript.  
 
 

All suggestions were adhered to. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. Abstract: - in text “ABSTRATC” 
 

2. In the abstract mentioned the accessions: BUCHA06 and BUCHA22, that it is not 
informative to any readers.  

 
Remove unnecessary formatting information:  

3. MATERIAL AND METHODS / EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS / METHODOLOGY 
(ARIAL, BOLD, 11 FONT, LEFT ALIGNED, CAPS) 

1 and 3 - Suggestions were adhered to. 
2 - The accesses Bucha 06 and Bucha 22 were mentioned because 
depending on the objective of the breeding program the divergence of these 
could be interesting to generate variability. 

Optional/General comments 
 

Unfortunately, this is a poorly prepared manuscript. 
 
Results and methods used are correct and good.  
 

All suggestions were adhered to. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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