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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.


	Yes This article provides essential genetic data on under-characterized off-season jackfruit germplasm, it also fill a key knowledge gap in the study. The findings offer a molecular basis for the conservation and selective breeding of this important tropical crop. Identifying unique genetic accessions supports future efforts to improve jackfruit cultivation and utilization.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes  but need little conciseness
	

	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 need to be concise paragraph. It states PIC values "in the range of 0-0.5" and "0-0.80." A range starting at 0 is unusual; please specify the actual minimum and maximum observed values (e.g., 0.02–0.5). The phrase "maximum proximity between accessions KNR 3 and KNR 7" is ambiguous. Do you mean "highest genetic similarity" or "closest genetic distance"?


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the content provided, the scientific core of the manuscript appears sound and correct
The methodologies (CTAB DNA extraction, PCR, SSR/ISSR marker analysis, UPGMA clustering, STRUCTURE analysis) are standard and appropriate for plant genetic diversity studies. The results showing moderate polymorphism, clustering by geography, and low admixture are logically consistent with a study of locally collected accessions. However, several critical issues prevent it from being deemed fully "correct" in its current presented form:
1. Major Analytical Omissions: The absence of key results (e.g., genetic diversity indices like He, I; PCoA plot/data) means the scientific story is incomplete. The reader cannot fully evaluate the evidence for the conclusions.

2. Data Presentation Error: The critical swapping of Table 2 (SSR primers) and Table 3 (ISSR primers) is a serious error that invalidates the interpretation of which marker type had which sequences and results.

3. Questionable Calculation: The use of the formula `1- Σpi^2` for ISSR PIC is technically the formula for Expected Heterozygosity/Gene Diversity for co-dominant data; the correct PIC formula for dominant markers like ISSRs needs verification and clarification.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partially sufficient but have significant gaps and inconsistencies in relation to the manuscript's focus
1. Missing Key Citations: Several references cited in the text (e.g., Kavya & Shyamalamma, 2020; Uikey et al., 2020; Aboul-Maaty & Oraby, 2019; Doe et al., 2019) are absent from the reference list.

2. Insufficient Recent Jackfruit-Specific SSR/ISSR Studies: While some relevant jackfruit studies are cited (e.g., Singh et al., 2021; Nakintu et al., 2020), the literature review and discussion would benefit from more recent (2022-2024) and method-specific papers.

3. Irrelevant Reference: Reference #17 (Kalamkar et al., 2020) on drone applications in agriculture is completely unrelated to this study and must be removed.
To strengthen the background, methodology justification, and discussion, consider adding references such as:

For general genetic diversity analysis and marker comparison:

1. Kumar et al., 2022. "Comparative assessment of genetic diversity using ISSR and SSR markers in...". Journal of Applied Genetics. (This would help justify using both marker types and discuss their differing PIC values).

2. For recent jackfruit molecular studies:

3. Saha et al., 2023. "Genetic diversity and population structure of jackfruit (Artocarpus heterophyllus) accessions from eastern India as revealed by ISSR markers." Genetic Resources and Crop Evolution. (A direct comparative study).

4. Radha et al., 2022. "Assessment of genetic fidelity and diversity in micropropagated jackfruit using SCoT and ISSR markers." Vegetos. (Highlights application of markers in jackfruit).

5. For methodology (PIC calculation for dominant markers):

6. Roldán-Ruiz et al., 2000. "A comparative study of molecular markers AFLP and SSR in estimating genetic diversity in barley." Molecular Breeding. (Often cited for marker efficiency parameters like Marker Index and resolving power, useful for interpreting ISSR results).

7. Botstein et al., 1980. (The original PIC definition for co-dominant markers) and a follow-up like Anderson et al., 1993 "Optimal weighting of genetic distance for determining patterns of relationship." for dominant marker adaptations.

Conclusion: The reference list needs to be completed with the missing citations, purged of the irrelevant one, and bolstered with more recent, directly relevant studies on jackfruit molecular genetics to enhance the manuscript's scholarly foundation and contextualization of the findings.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally understandable but fall below the standard expected for formal scholarly communication. While the core scientific meaning is preserved, the manuscript requires thorough language editing and proofreading to improve clarity, fluency, and professionalism. In short The language is sufficient for comprehension but not yet suitable for publication without significant linguistic polish.

Main Issues:

1. Grammar and Syntax Errors: There are instances of incorrect tense usage, article omission ("a," "an," "the"), and awkward phrasing (e.g., "The study aims at assessing," "maximum proximity between accessions," "shed light upon").

2. Inconsistent Style: The writing mixes passive and active voice irregularly and sometimes uses informal or imprecise language where formal terminology is expected.

3. Sentence Fluency: Some sentences are overly long or poorly constructed, which hinders readability. For example, the description in the Methods can be streamlined for more direct and clear reporting.

Examples from the Text:

Abstract: "using SSR and ISSR markers Genetic diversity" – Missing punctuation.

Results: "The samples are then maintained at -80℃" – Should be past tense: "were maintained."

General: Phrases like "This can be further analyzed" or "it was observed that" are weak and could be replaced with more direct statements (e.g., "Further analysis could..." or "The results showed...").

Recommendation:

The manuscript needs professional language editing before submission. A thorough revision by a native or highly proficient English speaker—ideally familiar with scientific writing in biology—is strongly advised. This will correct grammatical errors, improve sentence flow, ensure consistent and formal academic tone, and ultimately enhance the manuscript's credibility and readability for the journal's audience.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengthen the "Why": Emphasize that this is a genetic study of the valuable off-season jackfruit sub-population, not just general diversity.

Tell a Clearer Story: Ensure the Results include all key analyses (PCoA, diversity indices) and the Discussion explicitly compares your findings with other regional jackfruit studies.

Focus on Utility: Frame the unique accession (KNR 1) as a candidate for future trait evaluation, not a direct breeding recommendation, and link the genetic structure clearly to implications for conservation and breeding strategy.

Professional Polish is Critical: Meticulously correct the table swap, incomplete references, and language errors. A polished presentation is essential for credibility.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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