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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.
	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community because it provides valuable insights into the interaction between pruning intensity and planting date on the physicochemical quality of cherry tomatoes under controlled environmental conditions. This research contributes to a better understanding of how crop management practices affect fruit quality attributes such as total soluble solids, acidity, firmness, and nutrient composition. These findings can support the development of optimized cultivation strategies to improve yield quality and market value of cherry tomato production.This research useful scientific reference for future research related to sustainable protected cultivation and precision horticulture management.
	



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
Stronger keyword suggestions. Combinations according to the Scopus horticulture journal style are:
Cherry tomato; Stem pruning; Planting date; Fruit quality attributes; Greenhouse cultivation
	

	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
The introduction is adequate: relevant, quite complete,  logical, contains research gaps, and is suitable for a scientific article.
However, to be more robust for international journals, there are still several areas that need improvement:
Some sentences are too long (need to be summarized),
there are several repetitions, improve terminology consistency,
clarify novelty,
add some context on protected cultivation.
	

	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
The research objective is clear and relevant, but it is still stronger as a research objective than as a research hypothesis. This sentence already indicates: what is being studied, treatment factors, response variables,
research conditions, and the practical purpose of the study.
However, for international journal article standards, this sentence could still be made: more specific, more concise, and more scientific.
Therefore, suggestions for objective sentence is:
this study was conducted to evaluate the effects of pruning intensities and planting dates on the physico-chemical quality parameters of cherry tomato under protected cultivation conditions, aiming to identify effective crop management strategies for improving fruit quality under subtropical environments.
	

	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
Suggestions for improving the methodology to align with international journal publications include adding treatment details about; 
Pruning type, Planting date, Environmental details:
Temperature, RH, Polyhouse conditions, Experimental details: Plot size,  Number of plants 
Academic language needs to be simplified.
	

	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


	3
At the bottom of each table, you need to add information about P, ​​D and P x D.

	

	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
	3
	

	Apakah diskusi menghubungkan temuan dengan literatur yang ada?

	3
	

	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
	

	Apakah kesimpulan didukung oleh data?

	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
	3 
It is necessary to add at least 1 statement of limitations, and 1 statement for further research.

	

	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
Some references are too old; for modern articles, the majority of references should be from the last 5–10 years.
Ideally, ≥60% of references should be from 2018–2026.
References regarding planting time are still lacking.
References that need to be added include: planting date × quality, protected cultivation, and subtropical greenhouse tomatoes.
	

	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
	



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.

	YES
For cherry tomato research, the most appropriate terms are:
stem pruning system or pruning intensity based on stem number; because most journals use "stem" to describe the number of main stems maintained
	

	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
Some references are too old; for modern articles, the majority of references should be from the last 5–10 years.
Ideally, ≥60% of references should be from 2018–2026.

References regarding planting time are still lacking.
References that need to be added include: planting date × quality, protected cultivation, and subtropical greenhouse tomatoes.

The ideal reference proportion for journal articles is 20–35 references, 60–70% of which should be recent (2018–2026), with a combination of physiology, agronomy, greenhouse, and quality analysis.
	

	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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