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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	The manuscript is important in because it highlights technology of significance to forestry and commercial wood production. Additionally the knowledge in this paper will influence Teak tree management commencing with seed treatment as opposed to focussing on post germination management. Furthermore the manuscript brings out the effect of seed handling on future performance of both seedlings and mature trees. The manuscript contains scientific and economic information for use by scientists and communities in other plant species in the forestry industry and other areas. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is too general while the focus of the study is the effect of  seed treatment on germination. I suggest a more specific title such as:
IMPACT OF VARIOUS PRESOWING SEED TREATMENTS ON GERMINATION PARAMETERS IN Teak (TECTONA GRANDIS L.f)
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is succinct and detailed enough. However,  there is need to include statistical indicators upon which conclusions were made.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct bearing in mind that it brings out applied seed science and technology that has economic benefits to the forestry industry.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are very adequate, sufficient and relevant. However, more recent references should have been included to show recent developments in seed science.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Both grammar and scientific language are of high quality. The language quality is very suitable for a scholarly paper.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a high quality manuscript revealing the positive contribution of new technology which can improve production of the Teak tree.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues have been noted
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism noted
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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