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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
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1. This manuscript has important value for the scientific community because it has provided new 
information that seed characters have important taxonomic value which may then be used to 
identify taxa within Phaseolus lunatus. 
 
2. The title is suitable with the aims of the research and has described the contents of the 
manuscript. 
3. The abstract has described the aims, methods, and results of the research which has made it 
easy for the reader to understand the conclusions of the research. However, the method section 
does not explain in detail the entire workflow of the research. 
4. The subsections and structure of the manuscript have followed the guidelines of the journal 
 
5. The manuscript is scientifically correct, although there are some corrections such as in the key 
identification of species that does not follow the general format. I recommend using 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 
instead of using the sign of (-) 
6.  As much as 68% of the references used are published in the last 10 years, but there are some 
notes: 
a. References must be sorted alphabetically 
b. What do the numbers 16,17,18, 19 mean in reference no. 18 - 21 ?  
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communications? 
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