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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 (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.


	Through this article, Scientists get an approach to examine the morphological differences in bark colour, texture, exfoliation, lenticel pattern, and shape of Melia dubia. The research highlights distinct differences in bark color, exfoliation, texture, and lenticel patterns, suggesting that environmental and biological factors influence these traits. Findings suggest the importance of morphological diversity in the species and underscore the potential for conservation efforts in agroforestry applications.   
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive. But there is a need for the addition of types of environmental and mechanical factors that influence the morphological variations in the stem characteristics of Melia dubia
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, and it helps in conservation efforts in agroforestry application.
	

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

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


	Languages quality of article is suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Thank you for your insightful review. We appreciate the constructive feedback provided.

Based on your suggestions, we have revised the manuscript accordingly. Below, we have highlighted the revised section as per your recommendation:

If you have any further suggestions or concerns, please do not hesitate to let us know. We look forward to your feedback on the revised version.

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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