
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Biology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRIB_14241

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Urban Greening Through Indoor Plants with Special Emphasis on Bonsai

	Type of the Article
	


	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 offers some relevance to the scientific community as it consolidates interdisciplinary evidence on indoor greening and introduces bonsai as an underexplored yet meaningful component of urban sustainability. It bridges plant science, environmental psychology, and design by linking ecological function with human well-being. The review also identifies key research gaps and future directions, guiding further scientific inquiry into indoor nature-based solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	suggest : “Bonsai as a Tool for Biophilic Urbanism: A Review of Psychological and Ecological Benefits in Indoor Environments"

This is because the suggested title elevates the study from general horticulture to the formal framework of biophilic urbanism, signaling relevance to modern architectural and environmental challenges. By explicitly naming both psychological and ecological benefits, it accurately mirrors the abstract's scope while adopting the standard "A Review of..." phrasing preferred for academic indexing. Furthermore, the inclusion of high-value terminology ensures maximum searchability for researchers across the fields of urban planning, environmental science, and psychology
	

	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.


	I think the abstract is generally comprehensive and well‑structured, but a few refinements could strengthen clarity and scientific precision. However, here are a few things to note;

The abstract would benefit from briefly clarifying the scope of the review, whether it synthesizes empirical evidence, theoretical perspectives, or both, and adding a short statement on the literature selection or thematic structure to improve transparency. Several overlapping ideas, particularly the aesthetic, cultural, and psychological benefits, could be streamlined for tighter focus. It would also help to articulate why bonsai offer distinct advantages compared to other indoor plants and, where possible, incorporate quantitative indicators to strengthen scientific rigor. Finally, reducing poetic phrasing in favor of more neutral scientific language would enhance clarity and alignment with academic standards.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, with accurate descriptions of indoor plant benefits and bonsai care. A few claims, particularly those on carbon sequestration and psychological impact should be more clearly qualified or supported with citations. Strengthening the linkage to empirical evidence would further improve scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient and reasonably up to date, with a strong mix of foundational works and recent studies (2021–2025) covering indoor plants, biophilic design, air quality, and psychological well-being. The inclusion of several 2024–2025 articles strengthens the manuscript’s relevance. However, the list is heavily weighted toward bonsai books, grey literature, and descriptive or regional sources, which may reduce perceived rigor. The manuscript would benefit from adding a few high-impact, quantitative, or meta-analytic studies on indoor plants’ measurable effects on air quality, cognition, and health, while potentially reducing older instructional texts unless directly relevant to theory or history.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)
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