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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.

	Research related to tree wealth conserved, specifically in botanic gardens, is expected to provide additional insights into efforts for the conservation of endangered plants, particularly for endemic and threatened species. This study is anticipated to contribute to the preservation of global biodiversity through ex-situ conservation in botanic gardens. The potential for the recovery of rare plant species listed in the IUCN Red List within this botanic garden offers valuable information regarding the appropriate conditions for these species. This research may serve as an additional reference for conservation strategies in other regions with similar ecological conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Already appropriate
	

	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 needs to include the following points briefly:
1. Research Objective
2. Research Methodology
3. Research Results
4. Conclusion and Suggestions
5. Research Recommendations

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. The research objective is not explained in the introduction.
2. The problem in the introduction has not been defined.
3. The proposed solution in the introduction has not been presented.
4. The scope of the research has not been outlined in the introduction.
5. References are still limited.
6. The type of research in the methodology has not been explained.
7. The methodology and data analysis used have not been explained.
8. References for the methodology applied are not cited.
9. The significance of the findings from this study should be presented in the discussion.
10. The impact on biodiversity conservation and local fauna preservation in the region should be added to the discussion.
11. A comparison of the findings of this study with other relevant studies should be included in the discussion.
12. Recommendations for future management of the botanical garden should be provided in the conclusion.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References should include recent research, typically from the past 5 years, to reflect the most current scientific developments in the field
	

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

	Consistency in technical terms is necessary. Some long sentences should be broken down into simpler sentences to enhance readability and understanding for the audience.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Overall, the preparation of this research article is quite well done.
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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? 

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


	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
There is no conflict of interest issue in this manuscript.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
Plagiarism checks should be conducted by the journal administrator
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a 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)
	8,5
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	Author’s Feedback
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