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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.
	In the present work, The physicochemical composition of seeds from the Paras variety of Syzygium cumini also known as jamun fruit was characterized by physical, proximate, phenolic, and mineral attributes. Seeds had an average weight of 1.81±0.20 g, with mean lengths, breadths, and thicknesses of 18.83±1.16, 6.52±0.49, and 6.15±0.49 mm, respectively. Yield recovery from whole Paras jamun fruit averaged 72.17±2.46% pulp and 25.43±1.86% seed, confirming the seed as a significant recoverable fraction. The findings demonstrate that Paras jamun seeds possess favourable physical properties for handling and processing and a promising nutritional and phenolic profile, supporting their utilization as a functional ingredient in food and nutraceutical formulations.
	



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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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


	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	



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, the title of the article is suitable.
	

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

	Yes, the abstract section is comprehensive. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	NO
Please include references mostly published in the last 5 years only. It is recommended to include the following articles in the reference section.
1. Rathod JP, Seth N, PR B, Tagalpallewar GP, Gandhi R, Sardar NR. A Study on Physico-Chemical and Nutritional Properties of Paras Variety Jamun (Syzygium cumini L.) Leaves. Journal of Advances in Biology & Biotechnology. 2024 Aug 8;27(8):1182-9.  
2. SHARMA R. SCREENING OF WILD GERMPLASM OF JAMUN FOR ASSESSMENT OF VARIABILITY IN MINERAL CONTENT AND ANTIOXIDANT CAPACITY Thesis (Doctoral dissertation, Dr. YASHWANT SINGH PARMAR UNIVERSITY OF HORTICULTURE AND FORESTRY).  
3. Tripathi PC, Sane A, Ganesan K, Vadivel S, Kumar P, Chaturvedi K, Thimmarayappa R. Characterization of jamun (Syzygium cumini Skeels) accessions for economic traits based on multivariate analysis. European Journal of Horticultural Science. 2025 Apr 7;90(1).   
4. Sane A, Rekha A, Tripathi PC. Genetic diversity of Jamun (Syzygium cumini Skeels) and its sustainable utilization. InGenetic Diversity of Fruits and Nuts 2025 Feb 12 (pp. 281-295). CRC Press.  
5. Kumar V, Khatri N, Kumar D, Shekhawat M, Vandana Garg V, Kumar A, Kakkar S. Modern perspectives on the traditional uses, phytochemical profiles, and therapeutic benefits of Syzygium cumini. Integr Med Discov. 2025;9:e25007.     
	

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

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

	NO
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Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	1. The references used in this manuscript are older. Recent literature published in the last five years are required to be used as references in the present manuscript.
2. Recommendations, limitations of this research, and future scope should be mentioned after the conclusion section.

	


Reviewer details:

Padmaja Jagati, Shailabala Women’s Autonomous College, India


Page 4 of 4
V240326


