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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	Banana is an economically and nutritionally important crop supporting the well being of millions around the world. The fruit often spoils before it can be used and while many studies have investigated tissue or time specific aspects of banana ripening, few studies have looked at the problem globally (both in time after harvesting and parts of the fruit). These were investigated here shedding light on the ripening process which has great importance to farmers and consumers since knowledge gained can be used to prolong shelf life of the crop. 

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	
	

	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
	Yes. But as with the entire article there are WAY too many abbreviations. If I write this in the form of the authors it would be” there is way (TIW( too many abbreviations (MA). There article quickly becomes unreadable because the authors even abbreviate items that do not require them at all (example days after ripening (DAR). In the abstract most of the abbreviations are not needed since the enzymes are only mentioned once. 
These need to be removed entirely in the abstract unless it is a long name (most enzyme names are NOT long or complicated to a biochemist) and even if they are, if they are only mentioned once in this section there is no need to abbreviate. 
Also, and this is throughout but more noticeable in the abstract, the grammar is somewhat poor. It is readable but the tensing and pluralization needs improvement. This can be overlooked in mist of the article but the authors should polish the grammar here. 

RATING: 3.5

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes. If the authors insist on keeping abbreviations a list would be sorely needed.
	

	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
	
	

	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
	Yes. The authors should be commended here since it was better defined than most submissions to the journal.

RATING: 5
	

	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
	Yes.

RATING: 5
	

	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
	Yes. There are numerous significant typos in this section though. The authors need another round of careful proofreading. Especially 2.33
Need to define or cite the composition of Carrez solution.
Methods used are sound. Table listing primers used clearly presented so work can be verified, Acceptable in the field and well cited. Triplicate measurements and appropriate stats applied. So, the above is for clarity and rigor only.
RATING: 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
	Yes
RATING: 5

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Sort of. Excessive abbreviation’s must be removed, It significantly distracts from the content of the sturdy. No days after flowing, days after ripening.
It is entirely incurred it me how one defines ripening. In other words when did the authors stop counting days after flowering and start counting days after ripening, This seems arbitrary and that it should just be days noting in the methods that they count started at flowering,
Section 3.2.1: Think a significant typo. Supposed to be inconsistent, correct? Not in consistent. Fox ore clarity, I did not look at ref cited. This error appears throughout making it a confusing read. Inconsistent means not the same. In (space) consistence is not a standard English term. There is in accordance, consisting with or inconsistent or in contrast. Think authors are saying their results are different from others, but thus needs clarification,
Error bars needed top panel of Fig. 2.
RATING: 3.8

	

	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
	Yes. A table in the introduction summarizing previous work on ripening would be clarifying especially with so many abbreviations, but if authors choose not to would be okay.

RATING: 4

	

	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
	Yes. See comments above for clarification (in consistent versus inconsistent)
RATINGG: 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
	Yes.

RATING: 5
	

	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
	Not really

RATING: 3.5
	

	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
	Yes.

RATING: 5
	

	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
	For the most part. See above regrading abbreviations, typos and grammar.

RATINGS: 3.5
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	See 2 above
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	[bookmark: _GoBack]No
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Kevin Francis, Georgia State University, Georgia
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