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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	When I started to read the article I expected to see a comparison of taxonomically significant characteristics. Unfortunately, the article describes only the species without comparative discussion. The figures are good, especially the microscopic pictures. The article could be a good descriptive publication after a general revision, probably after including some more data.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, because the article is for the investigation of only one taxon. I think the title should be “Morphological and anatomical features of Bridelia ferruginea”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is ok.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Yes
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Materials and methods: The methodology is explained well, but the “Sample collection” section raises some questions. Only five plants were examined, an extremely low number of samples for the morphological and anatomical measurements. What about if some of the observations are on plants with pathological changes?
Discussion: The discussion mentions some previous studies for other species of the genus Bridelia, but the results are not compared with them. I think the observations in this species should be compared with the significant parameters of other species, as in an easy-for-the-reader form - for example, in tables, and based on the visible difference, the taxonomic importance of each feature should be commented on. An analytical key (if possible) with the compared species could be also a good approach.
Conclusion: Is new the conclusion for the placement of genus Bridelia in Phyllantaceae? If it is a general fact and the conclusion is only for B. ferruginea, it could not be a conclusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references are ok.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	I am not a native English speaker.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The article should be rewritten to display the significant morphological and anatomical features. 
Please cite the vouchers and type specimens properly – location, date, authors, collection, and numbers. At the moment, the description of the material does not inform which of the evaluated specimens are deposited with vouchers.
Your best figures are the anatomical sections. I suggest you add them in better resolution and size.

You have a big description of all seen in this investigation and it is ok, but, if you want your work to be useful and citable, you need to highlight the most important characteristics and compare them with the closely related species.

In brief, the methodology is very good done but the investigated material is not enough.

The study does not display the key characteristics separating B. ferruginea from the other commented species, e.g. B. tomentosa, and discussion on the results is not enough for the conclusion of genus level.
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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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