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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript. The study addresses an important topic related to the genetic diversity and structure of Melia dubia populations; however, several revisions are necessary to improve the scientific clarity, methodological rigor, and overall presentation of the work.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	İt is suitable.
	

	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 current version contains several non-academic and subjective expressions such as “earned wide fame” and “apparent monetary benefits,” which should be avoided in scientific writing. Additionally, there is tense inconsistency throughout the abstract; most of the narrative should be in the past tense, yet present tense appears (e.g., “are being examined”), which disrupts the flow and clarity. Furthermore, abbreviations like WG and NP are introduced without explanation. All abbreviations should be clearly defined at first mention, even within the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Abstract

· The current version contains several non-academic and subjective expressions such as “earned wide fame” and “apparent monetary benefits,” which should be avoided in scientific writing. Additionally, there is tense inconsistency throughout the abstract; most of the narrative should be in the past tense, yet present tense appears (e.g., “are being examined”), which disrupts the flow and clarity. Furthermore, abbreviations like WG and NP are introduced without explanation. All abbreviations should be clearly defined at first mention, even within the abstract.

Introduction

· The introduction presents relevant background, but the logical flow between paragraphs is weak. For example, the discussion on the importance of genetic diversity is followed abruptly by a detailed description of the economic uses of Melia dubia, without a proper transitional sentence. 

· A transitional sentence at the beginning could help contextualize the role of molecular markers in plant diversity studies. For instance:

· “Molecular markers play a crucial role in the genetic assessment and conservation of plant germplasm (Toprak et al., 2023; Coskun and Gulsen, 2024; Coskun, 2025).”

https://doi.org/10.55257/ethabd.1247106

https://doi.org/10.17221/5/2023-HORTSCI

https://doi.org/10.3390/horticulturae11020193

· Furthermore, the justification for using RAPD markers is superficial. Please elaborate on the rationale for selecting this marker system and briefly mention its limitations, especially when compared to more recent or combined marker systems (e.g., SSR, SNP). 

· There is also geographical ambiguity in the expression “South Gujarat, near the northernmost tip of the Western Ghats.” This needs clarification as it may confuse readers unfamiliar with the region. 

Materials and Methods

· The sampling strategy needs more scientific rigor. Selecting individuals based on “good phenotypic characteristics” is highly subjective; the criteria should be quantified or at least justified statistically. 

· The primer sequences, total number of primers used, and reasons for their selection are not provided. These are critical omissions. The formula presented for PIC calculation contains typographical and mathematical errors and should be corrected.

· Phrasing such as “put onto a 1.8 per cent (w/v) agarose gel with 4 µl ethidium bromide…” is overly informal and reads more like a lab protocol than a scientific manuscript. Please revise to match the tone of academic writing.

Results and Discussion

· The Results and Discussion section lacks a clear boundary between the two components. Much of the discussion simply reiterates the results without deeper analysis or integration with existing literature.

· While references to figures and tables are made, the interpretation of the data is often superficial or speculative. For instance, “Fig. 4 showed enforcement of the conclusion” is unclear and unscientific. Avoid such phrases and focus on specific, data-driven interpretations.

· There is no critical discussion on the well-known limitations of RAPD markers, such as poor reproducibility and dominance. These issues must be acknowledged to appropriately contextualize the results.

· In the AMOVA results, the p-value is reported as “p > 0.001,” which is likely a typographical error.
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