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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.


	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by addressing a critical knowledge gap in the genetic diversity and morphological variation of Melia dubia, an increasingly important tree species. It provides essential baseline data on bark characteristics across natural populations, which is fundamental for understanding the species' adaptive capacity and intraspecific variation. These findings are directly applicable to future tree improvement programs, enabling the identification and selection of superior genotypes for enhanced productivity in forestry and agroforestry systems. Ultimately, this research offers valuable insights for sustainable management strategies and conservation efforts for Melia dubia
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the title is not entirely suitable. While it accurately identifies the subject and focus, "stem characteristics" is too broad given that the manuscript specifically details variations in bark characteristics.

A more precise and suitable alternative would be: "Morphological Variations in Bark Characteristics of Melia dubia Among Natural Populations"

	

	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.


	Based on the revisions made previously, the abstract is now comprehensive and well-structured.

It effectively covers all essential elements of a scientific abstract:

· Context/Background: Briefly introduces Melia dubia and its importance.

· Objective: Clearly states what the study investigated (morphological variations in bark characteristics among natural populations).

· Methods: Mentions the qualitative descriptors used and the systematic examination.

· Key Results: Summarizes the most significant findings regarding bark color, texture, exfoliation, and lenticel patterns across the populations.

· Conclusion/Significance: Highlights the inherent variability and its implications for the species' adaptability and genetic improvement in forestry.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided generally cover the key aspects discussed in the manuscript, including the biology, uses, and genetic improvement of Melia dubia, as well as general concepts related to bark morphology and plant diversity.

Regarding recency, the list includes a good number of recent publications (e.g., from 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), which is beneficial for demonstrating that the research is situated within current scientific discourse. There are also older foundational references, which are acceptable for providing historical context or well-established information.

Sufficiency is more subjective and dependent on the specific nuances of every claim made in the manuscript. 


	

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


	Needed to be improved more.
	

	Optional/General comments


	See attachment
	


	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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