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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 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The Reference numbering in the manuscript should follow ascending order; yours has scattered numbering (starting with [9] instead of 

[1]. The first author you referenced in your manuscript should have the number [1] mark. Make  this correction, please 
 

2. Number is not animate, you therefore cannot say “................Hypoestes rosea were stated by [6]” rather you should say 
“..................Hypoestes rosea were stated by Gill [6]. Just like you should not say something like this “[6] implied that taxonomic 
characterization is ..................” rather you should say “Gill [6] implied that taxonomic characterization is ...................”. Effect the 
corrections please 
 

3. The manuscript is not well punctuated; please, insert punctuation marks where necessary so as to convey the information 
appropriately 
 

4. Units are written after a space ie; 20 % or 20 cm not 20% or 20cm. Make the necessary adjustments, please 
 

5. Grammatical inconsistencies and inappropriate verbs are observed in the manuscript; they have been highlighted in red. Check and 
make the corrections 
 

6. It is PHOTOMICROGRAPHY not photomicroscopy 
 

7. Figure 1 B, C, D were stained with methylene blue, why did you not state it in your materials and methods? You only stated that the 
samples were stained with safranin; safranin has red colour not blue. What stain did you use in your Figures 1 B, C and D to produce 
blue?  
 

8. Your “Figures 1(A-D)” is wrongly labelled; those are PLATES not FIGURES. Make the corrections. The same for Figure 2 to 4; they are 
PLATES. Please, correct! 
 

9. Your sections are not too good; if you have better micrographs please, use them to replace these ones in the manuscript 
 

10. “Stoma” is singular while “stomata” is plural. “ It is either  “.................no stoma was seen” or “............no stomata were seen”  NOT 
“................no stomata was seen”. Correct this on the manuscript 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Thanks for sharing your findings with the public. Trichome has always been a good diagnostic tool used for delimitation of species. Your work 
has truly added to the body of taxonomic knowledge! 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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