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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This study is important because it gives scientists a simple DNA tool (called SCOPA markers) to understand the genetics of the salak fruit plant.
Normally, farmers have to wait a long time for the plants to grow flowers just to find out if they are male or female. This research helps identify the plant's sex at the very early seedling stage, saving a lot of time, space, and money.
Additionally, by mapping out the genetic differences within these plant groups, it helps breeders choose the best plants to grow stronger, healthier, and better-yielding fruit crops in the future.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The title clearly describes the study. However, it should mention SCOPA markers instead of just SCAR markers to be perfectly accurate.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The abstract is great. It clearly explains the main goals, the plant groups tested, the genetic results, and why this work matters for future breeding.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The keywords are highly relevant. To make the paper easier to find, the authors should add "SCOPA" and fix a minor
spelling mistake in the plant's scientific name.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The introduction is well-written. It explains why the fruit is important and why a DNA test is needed to solve the problem of identifying male and female plants early on.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The goals of the study are clearly stated at both the beginning and end of the introductory sections.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The authors did a great job using trusted older scientific methods while also including very recent research papers up to 2025.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The lab steps are perfectly detailed. The paper clearly explains how DNA was taken from the leaves, how the PCR tests were run, and how the computer data was analysed.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
No humans, animals, or endangered plants were harmed, so no special ethical permits were needed
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	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The genetic numbers and text match up nicely.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
All tables and charts are helpful and needed. However, the actual photo of the DNA bands (Figure 2) is blurry and needs to be replaced with a sharper, clearer image before printing.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The discussion does a great job comparing the results with other studies.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Yes, the final conclusions perfectly match the data shown in the paper.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The paper does not really talk about its own weak points or limitations.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The reference list is highly relevant, recent and has a good number of sources.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Incomplete sentences in the introduction, otherwise the language is clear, scientific, and easy to follow for the most part.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	If possible make suitable change in title as the title mentions standard "SCAR" markers, but the actual text reveals that the study used an upgraded version called SCOPA markers.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
Change title if possible, Upload Sharp and clear images (Fig 2). Otherwise the article is great and solid for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
NOT found
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