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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 article provides baseline evidence on phenotypic and (limited) molecular differentiation of Myanmar’s royal orchid, Bulbophyllum auricomum, using an integrated multivariate approach. The study covers 59 samples from five geographic regions and evaluates 31 qualitative/quantitative morphological traits coupled with SSR validation, producing a clear three-cluster structure relevant for germplasm management.  These findings are important for targeted conservation planning, prioritization of wild genetic resources, and selection of elite cultivars for ex situ propagation and breeding programs supporting Myanmar’s orchid bioeconomy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript scope (genetic diversity analysis supported by morphology and SSR validation).
	

	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 is generally comprehensive because it states the problem context (threats), sample coverage (59 samples; five regions), methods (morphological traits + UPGMA; SSR validation), key findings (three clusters), and implications for conservation and ex situ propagation.  Minor improvements suggested: (i) explicitly clarify that 10 SSR markers were tested but only 2 cross-amplified, with one monomorphic and one showing polymorphism; (ii) ensure consistent wording on “five regions” and how Shan samples are subdivided (Taunggyi/Pindaya) to avoid confusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound. Sampling and trait recording are clearly described (14 qualitative and 17 quantitative traits following a formal descriptor), and the analytical workflow (Euclidean distance + UPGMA clustering) is appropriate for morphological diversity assessment.  Molecular validation via CTAB DNA extraction and SSR-PCR is described with sufficient technical detail (reaction mix, cycling conditions, gel electrophoresis).  Points to strengthen scientific clarity (minor revision): harmonize inconsistencies in counts (e.g., “30 vs 31” characters mentioned in figure captions/sections) and standardize the species epithet spelling (auricomum) consistently across the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes both foundational and recent literature (e.g., trade/conservation context and recent orchid-related studies), which supports the manuscript background and discussion.  
Suggested additions (to further strengthen “recent & directly relevant” coverage):
· Recent Bulbophyllum genomic resources and SSR context: chloroplast-genome work in Bulbophyllum that discusses SSR abundance and marker value.

· Recent conservation propagation overview for Bulbophyllum species (in vitro/biotech approaches).

· Myanmar-specific orchid diversity/ecology evidence (useful to support habitat/altitudinal context).

· Updated orchid trade/conservation review (already relevant to the manuscript’s threat framing)
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable and largely suitable; however, it would benefit from professional English editing to improve consistency, grammar, capitalization of headings, and technical style.  Key items to proofread include consistent scientific naming (*Bulbophyllum removal of repeated table titles, and standardization of terms (e.g., “embedded/imbedded”, instrument/brand naming, and unit formatting).
	

	Optional/General comments


	We appreciate the structured approach of the study and suggest the following minor revisions to increase clarity and reproducibility:
Clearly reconcile “five regions” vs any “six regions” wording by explaining that Shan includes twol

headings (Table 1 appears twice) and ensure all figure/table numbers and captions match the text.
Add a short statement on sampling status (wild vs cultivated/ex situ) and permissions if applicable, given conservation sensitivity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are not ethical issues in this article
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