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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.


	This manuscript explores the impact of various presowing seed treatments on the germination and growth parameters of teak (Tectona grandis), an economically important hardwood species. The study addresses the critical issue of low germination rates in teak seeds and evaluates methods to improve these rates. The topic is relevant to the fields of forestry and agroforestry, and the results have potential implications for nursery management and reforestation efforts. While the manuscript provides valuable insights, several aspects require attention to improve its clarity, scientific rigor, and presentation. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title could be more precise. Consider: “Evaluating Presowing Treatments for Enhanced Germination and Growth of Teak (Tectona grandis).”
	

	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 should be more concise and focused on the key findings and implications. Revise the abstract and introduction for clarity and conciseness. Include the results of the ANOVA to state how significant the variations among parameters are.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study addresses an important issue in forestry, particularly for teak, which has significant economic and ecological value. The comparative analysis of different presowing treatments, including the use of sulfuric acid, is valuable for nursery managers. The use of ANOVA and Duncan’s test to analyze results adds rigor to the statistical interpretation of findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes, the language is suitable but the English quality needs to be improved for easy understanding.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction: Provide a clearer rationale for the study. Why is improving teak germination particularly urgent now? The use of scientific names is italicized in academic writing. For example; Tecotona grandis and not Tecotona grandis.
In this sentence “Teak occurs in natural forests between 9° to 26° N latitude and 73° to 104° E longitude, which includes southern and central Indiameter, Myanmar, Laos People's Democratic Republic and northern Thailand (White, 1991).”  Does the author mean the natural distribution of the species? If yes, it should be stated clearly, given a specific occurrence of the species could be misleading.

Materials and methods: How did the authors handle the acid-treated seeds before sowing? Did they rinse the seeds after soaking them in acid? If yes, it should state it. 

What quantity of water was applied and how frequent was the irrigation (daily, once every 2 days or what)?

Results: Include visual representations (e.g., bar graphs) to complement Table 1 and enhance readability.
The first paragraph in the result section should be moved to the ntroduction section.

In the second paragraph, “ Numerous writers have maintained that many presowing techniques increase the germination rate and quicken the germination process.  (Teketay, 1996; Alamgir and Hossain, 2005 and Azad et al., 2010a, b). In general, the pericarp of the teak diameter spore is impervious to water and shields the seeds. It consists of a seed or spore together with any extra tissues that aid in dispersal. Additionally, the mesocarp and endocarp have a layer of thick-walled palisade cells that are covered in waxy cuticles on the outside, which results in seed dormancy (Diameters et al. 2009). The limiting variables include the seed's physiological immaturity and the presence of chemical inhibitors in the pericarp (Georgin et al. 2014). Inhibitors can be broken down and the seed coat softened by soaking the seeds in intense sulfuric acid or other chemicals.”   Move these to introduction or restructure to suit this section. you can state how the treatment you applied reacted to or helped to break those limitations in teak seed. For example: you could say; soaking in H2SO4 was found to effectively permeate the pericarp of the seed spore, thus resulting in a higher germination percentage.
Put the citations below together. If you are to list them separately, include their soaking concentrations, time and part of results.
“The positive effect of sulfuric acid on seed germination observed in the present study has been also reported by Imani et al., (2014). Similar improvements in teak drupe germination have also been documented by Manonmani (2003). Use of H2SO4 can enhance seed germination percentage also stated by (Khader and Chacko, 2000, Nourmohammadi et al. 2019).”  
Is Table 1 showing mean values or values at a particular point in the experiment? Please state that clearly. E.g. The morphological growth variables of seedlings, including  height, collar diameter, and root length, is displayed in table 1. Our study revealed that the highest mean collar diameter and root length after fifth month was found in (1.23 cm) and (35.35 cm) was found in T3 (soaked in 80% H2SO4 for 10 minutes) which was significantly higher than T2 and T1. Do the same thing for all.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

1. Hypotheses and Objectives

The manuscript does not clearly state hypotheses. While the objectives are implied, they are not explicitly defined. 

Clearly articulate the research hypotheses and objectives in the introduction. For example: “This study hypothesizes that sulfuric acid treatment will result in significantly higher germination rates and better seedling growth parameters compared to water treatments and the control.”

2. Experimental Design and Methods

Details about environmental conditions (temperature and light availability) are limited. These are crucial for replicability and interpretation.

Provide detailed descriptions of the nursery conditions, including average temperature, light intensity, and irrigation frequency. The author mentioned limitations due to urbanization but did not state what the limitations are and how they affected the experiment. The authors mentioned “germination time, germination percentage, and germination rate” but only talked about germination percentage.  

How did you measure the growth parameters, and at what intervals did you take the readings (was it measured weekly or what?

3. Statistical Analysis

The manuscript mentions the use of ANOVA but does not describe the assumptions tested.

Include a brief description of how the assumptions for ANOVA were checked and any corrective measures taken if assumptions were violated. 
4. Interpretation of Results

While the results are described, there is limited discussion of why certain treatments performed better. For instance, the role of sulfuric acid in breaking dormancy is not elaborated sufficiently.

Discuss the mechanisms behind the observed effects of sulfuric acid and cold-water treatments, referencing the relevant literature. Include the results of the ANOVA to state how significant the variations among parameters are.
5. Limitations

The manuscript does not address the potential limitations of the study.

Include a discussion on limitations, such as the small sample size (n=50 per treatment) and potential variability in seed quality.
Figures and Tables: Figures lack captions, and Table 1 needs to be reformatted. 

Ensure all figures and tables have descriptive titles and captions that make them understandable independently of the text. Explain what the acronyms used in the table stand for.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None I am aware of
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	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)
	6
7 (Major revision)




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback
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