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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.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive morphological characterization of Coorg mandarin (Citrus reticulata Blanco), which holds considerable cultural and economic value in India. By using the Distinctness, Uniformity, and Stability (DUS) guidelines, the study offers a systematic framework for assessing the genetic diversity and phenotypic variation of this mandarin variety. The findings contribute valuable data for the conservation of Coorg mandarin germplasm and can serve as a foundation for future breeding programs aimed at improving fruit quality and yield. Additionally, the study highlights the potential for using DUS descriptors in the identification and protection of plant varieties, which is essential for safeguarding agricultural biodiversity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article "Morphological Characterization of Coorg Mandarin (Citrus reticulata Blanco) Based on DUS (Distinctness, Uniformity, and Stability) Descriptors" is suitable. It clearly conveys the focus of the study, which is the morphological analysis of Coorg mandarin using DUS descriptors.
	

	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 of the article is generally comprehensive, as it outlines the main objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. It effectively provides an overview of the study's purpose and the use of DUS (Distinctness, Uniformity, and Stability) descriptors for characterizing Coorg mandarin. However, a few adjustments can make the abstract more concise and focused.

Suggestions for improvement:
1. Clarify the significance of the findings: While the abstract mentions the findings, it could emphasize more clearly how these findings contribute to the scientific community, such as the practical implications for breeding, conservation, and commercial propagation of Coorg mandarin.

2. Mention of statistical methods: The abstract briefly mentions the use of statistical tools like one-way ANOVA, but it could briefly state what specific outcomes were observed from these analyses (e.g., significant variation in fruit weight, acidity, etc.).

3. Remove unnecessary detail: Some specific data points, such as the range of TSS (6.03 to 13.86 °Brix), could be omitted unless directly relevant to the central message. It is better to mention only the most important findings for clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. The study follows established methodologies for morphological characterization, specifically using the DUS (Distinctness, Uniformity, and Stability) descriptors, which are recognized guidelines for assessing plant varieties. The statistical approach, including the use of one-way ANOVA, is appropriate for analyzing the variability among the 73 Coorg mandarin accessions.

The manuscript also correctly reports the key findings related to the genetic and phenotypic variance, highlighting significant traits such as fruit weight, acidity, and TSS, which are essential for understanding the diversity of Coorg mandarin. Additionally, the conclusions drawn about the implications for breeding and conservation are scientifically sound and align with the results presented.

However, some areas of the manuscript, such as the detailed explanation of the statistical methods and the need for more in-depth comparisons with global mandarin varieties, could be expanded to strengthen the scientific rigor further.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant, as they include studies related to citrus genetic diversity, morphological characterization, and the use of DUS guidelines, which are central to the topic. The manuscript cites a variety of sources, including recent studies on mandarin varieties and related crops, which support the findings and provide context for the research.

However, the inclusion of more recent references, particularly those from the last 2–3 years, could further strengthen the manuscript, especially considering the fast pace of advancements in agricultural research and citrus breeding. Additionally, some references to studies focusing specifically on the application of molecular tools in combination with DUS could be beneficial for further broadening the scientific context.


	

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


	ChatGPT said:
The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is written clearly, and the technical terms are used correctly, making it understandable to researchers familiar with plant genetics, citrus breeding, and statistical methods.

However, there are a few areas where the language could be improved for better flow and readability:

1. Clarity and Conciseness: Some sentences are a bit lengthy or complex, which might make them harder to follow. Simplifying sentence structures and avoiding redundancy would enhance the clarity.

2. Minor grammatical errors: There are some minor grammatical issues, such as occasional awkward phrasing or missing articles (e.g., "The tree growth habit was noted as erect or spreading based on the appearance of canopy" could be rephrased as "The tree growth habit was noted as either erect or spreading based on the canopy appearance").

3. Consistency in terms: Ensure consistent use of terminology, particularly when referring to specific traits or descriptors. For example, terms like "fruit size," "fruit weight," and "fruit shape" should be used consistently throughout the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Suggestion:
· In the introduction, consider summarizing the background literature more briefly to capture the reader's attention quickly.

· In the results section, instead of discussing multiple tables at once, present the data step-by-step, focusing on the most significant findings.

· In the "Methodology" section, mention the specific statistical software (such as SPSS, R, or SAS) used for the analysis. This would help the reader understand the approach better.

· If advanced statistical tests like post-hoc tests or complex statistical models were employed, those should also be explicitly stated.

· Double-check the data to ensure consistency across tables before publication.

· Provide clearer descriptions for each column in the tables, especially for morphological traits such as fruit color or peelability. Adding explanations below the tables could improve clarity.

· In the discussion, include more comparisons with other mandarin varieties (e.g., Kinnow, Clementine) to better contextualize the unique traits of Coorg mandarin.

· In the section on genetic variability, provide more discussion on how these findings might influence breeding programs and the potential for genetic improvement.

· For each cluster and sub-cluster in the dendrogram, provide more detailed explanations of the key characteristics of accessions within each group.

· Specifically, elaborate on how these clusters could inform breeding decisions, particularly for improving fruit quality or disease resistance.

· In the conclusion, mention the potential for molecular tools like SSR (Simple Sequence Repeat) or SNP (Single Nucleotide Polymorphism) to complement morphological data.

· Future studies could also focus on evaluating the stability of key traits across different agro-climatic conditions, which could help improve the robustness of Coorg mandarin varieties.

· Correct all typographical errors before the final submission.

· Pay attention to formatting, especially in the tables and figures. Use consistent spacing and alignment to make the data easier to read.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Based on the content provided in the manuscript, there do not appear to be any ethical issues. The study focuses on the morphological characterization of Coorg mandarin using DUS (Distinctness, Uniformity, and Stability) descriptors, which is a standard and widely accepted approach in agricultural research. The research appears to be conducted in a manner consistent with scientific ethical guidelines, and there are no indications of misconduct such as plagiarism, falsification of data, or unethical treatment of plant material.

However, the manuscript does not mention any ethical review or approval for working with plant materials, which might be a relevant detail, especially if the research involved the collection of plant samples from specific locations or interaction with farmers. While this is typically not a major concern for studies involving plant characterization, it might be beneficial to briefly mention any ethical approvals or permissions obtained for the collection of the accessions from the Kodagu district.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Based on the content of the manuscript, there do not appear to be any obvious competing interest issues. The manuscript does not indicate any financial or personal conflicts of interest that could influence the results or interpretation of the research. However, as a general practice, it would be helpful if the authors explicitly stated in the manuscript whether they have any competing interests, even if none exist.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Since I do not have access to plagiarism detection tools like Turnitin or iThenticate in this environment, I cannot directly verify or identify any instances of plagiarism in the manuscript.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)
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