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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

In view of the study carried out, we propose the following title : “Agromorphological 

characterization of Hibiscus sabdariffa L. collection from Burkina Faso” 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5 

The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results but the author does not specify the period 

of study  
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3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article. 

5 

According this part, we consider that the author has made a considerable effort because we note a 
few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

In terms of the characters measured, the author should have indicated when? How and on which 

units were the measurements taken? What is also the expression of the collected data? 

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5 

The results are clearly presented, supported by illustrations such as tables, figures and photos 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 
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As for the conclusion, we believe that the main results should be given taking into account the three 
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 In the study, the author speaks of the evaluation of accessions. This is actually a 

characterization. In an evaluation we do it in relation to a reference, that is to say a check and 

here this is not the case and therefore, we propose the following title: “Agromorphological 

characterization of Hibiscus sabdariffa L. collection from Burkina faso » 

 In terms of the characters measured, the author should have indicated when? How and on 

which units were the measurements taken? What is also the expression of the collected data? 

 The authors Pernes (1986) in the last paragraph of the introduction and Ferchichi (2007) in the 

third paragraph before the end of the discussion do not appear in the references 

 The author Aljane F. & Ferchini A. (2007) in references is not cited in the document 

 The figures 2, 3 and again 2 which must be 4 are without source. Aren't figures 2, 3 and 4 

photos? 
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- with regard to the identification of the differential characters of accessions, we note 

that …………………………………., 

- concerning the determination of the relationships between the studied characters, we retain 

that………………….. 

- for the establishment of the level and structure of the diversity of the accessions collected, it 

appears that…………… 
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