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PART 1


	
	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 manuscript is significant to the scientific community because it contributes to the field of forest genetics and molecular breeding by demonstrating the utility of SSR markers for clonal verification in Populus deltoides. Accurate identification and genetic verification of clones are crucial for breeding programs, conservation strategies, and sustainable plantation management. These findings provide valuable molecular information that can support future research on genetic diversity, clonal authentication, and improvement programs in poplar and other forest tree species. Furthermore, this research strengthens the application of molecular marker technology in forestry research, which is crucial for increasing productivity, maintaining genetic purity, and supporting long-term ecological and commercial sustainability.
	



PART  2

	

	
	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
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript investigates the use of SSR markers for clonal verification of Populus deltoides, which is relevant to forest genetics, clonal identification, and breeding programs. The study used standard and appropriate molecular marker methods, and the results are generally consistent with the research objectives. However, the manuscript requires improvement in several areas, particularly in the quality of language, clarity of objectives, organization of results and discussion, and inclusion of more recent literature. The study's limitations are also not adequately addressed, particularly regarding the limited number of SSR markers used.

Overall, this study is scientifically sound and worthy of publication, but requires minor to moderate revisions, particularly in editing the language, improving the introduction and discussion, and better presentation of results in tables and figures.

This manuscript addresses an important topic in forest genetics and the application of molecular markers for clonal verification and genetic diversity analysis. This study utilizes SSR markers, which are a suitable and widely accepted tool for molecular characterization and clonal identification in forestry species. This manuscript is of scientific value, and the results may be useful for breeding programs, conservation, and genetic resource management of Populus species.
However, before the manuscript can be considered for publication, several issues need to be addressed. The manuscript requires improvements in English, grammar, and overall clarity. The introduction should more clearly state the research objectives and research gaps. The results and discussion sections should be better organized and supported by clearer tables and figures. The authors should also include more recent references to strengthen the literature review and discussion. Furthermore, the limitations of the study should be more explicitly addressed.
Therefore, this manuscript is recommended for major revision, and authors are encouraged to carefully revise the manuscript in accordance with the reviewer and editorial comments before resubmission.
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