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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
	This study tackles a significant challenge in post-harvest
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	pathology, focusing on the control of anthracnose in banana,
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	a disease that greatly reduces fruit quality, storage life, and
	

	
	market value, especially in tropical regions. The work
	

	
	systematically compares various post-harvest treatments,
	

	
	including integrated strategies, under ambient storage
	

	
	conditions, making the findings highly relevant for real-
	

	
	world applications in developing countries. By incorporating
	

	
	disease, physiological, and economic parameters, the study
	

	
	provides	a	well-rounded	evaluation	of	treatment
	

	
	performance.
	





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
	The title is clear and adequately represents the main objective of the study, particularly in highlighting post-harvest interventions for managing anthracnose in banana. It effectively conveys the relevance of reducing post-harvest losses, which is important for both research and practical applications.

Rating: 4 = Good
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The abstract is well-organized and clearly summarizes the study’s objective, methods, key results, and conclusions. It effectively highlights the performance of different post-harvest treatments and identifies the most effective integrated approach. The inclusion of quantitative data enhances its clarity.
	

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

The keywords are relevant and reflect the main topics of the study, including the crop, disease, and post-harvest aspects. They are useful for indexing and help improve the discoverability of the article.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The background information is adequate and logically organized, providing a clear overview of the importance of banana, the impact of post-harvest losses, and the significance of anthracnose as a major disease. It also summarizes existing management approaches and highlights the need for alternative strategies.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The research objective is stated and can be understood from the introduction, particularly the aim to evaluate different post-harvest treatments for managing anthracnose and reducing losses in banana. However, the objectives are not explicitly presented in a clear and structured manner, and no specific hypotheses are stated. This reduces the overall clarity and scientific rigor of the study. The section would benefit from clearly defined objectives and, if possible, the inclusion of testable hypotheses.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The literature review is relevant and supports the context of the study by covering key aspects of post-harvest losses, anthracnose,  and  existing  management  approaches  in
banana. It includes both classical and some recent references, providing a reasonable scientific foundation.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The research methodology is appropriate for the objectives of the study and is generally well described. The use of a Completely Randomized Design with multiple treatments and replications is suitable for post-harvest experiments. The selection of physical, chemical, biological, and integrated
treatments provides a comprehensive comparison.
	

	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
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable

The study does not involve human or animal subjects, and therefore formal ethical approval is not required. No specific ethical concerns are evident in the conduct of the research.
	

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

The results are clearly presented and well organized, with tables effectively summarizing the data. Comparisons among treatments are supported by quantitative values.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The tables are clear, relevant, and effectively present the data.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The discussion adequately relates the findings to existing literature and cites relevant studies to support the results. It demonstrates consistency with previous research on post-
harvest disease management in banana.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The conclusions are consistent with and supported by the data presented in the study. They appropriately reflect the effectiveness of the evaluated treatments, particularly the
integrated approach.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement

The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations of the study. Important aspects such as the use of a single location, ambient storage conditions, and limited duration
of observation are not addressed. Including a brief
	



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	
	discussion on these limitations would improve the transparency and scientific rigor of the study.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The references are generally relevant and adequate in number to support the study. They cover key aspects of post-harvest management and anthracnose in banana.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The manuscript is written in clear and generally understandable language, with a logical flow of ideas. Scientific terms are used appropriately, and the content is easy to follow.
	





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.
	Answer: Yes 

The title is suitable and reflects the main focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes 

The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes 

The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology, data analysis, and interpretation of results. The findings are consistent with the data
presented and supported by relevant literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes 

The references are generally sufficient and relevant to the study.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Answer: No

There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript, as the study does not involve human or animal subjects.
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Endang Nurcahyani, University of Lampung, Indonesia
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