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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 paper represents a new and substantial paradigm shift in the consideration of how climbers interact with their host plants. The study contradicts this prevailing view about these relationships, showing that there is a molecular basis of synergistic protection through bioactive compounds. The findings in this study have important implications for the ecology, agriculture and integrated pest management. The discovery of fourteen protective bioactives that are mutually beneficial to both the climber and its host plant direct future research in plant-plant communication and entomological applications for natural control methods. It could potentially have implications ranging from more sustainable agricultural practices, to a greater understanding of the dynamics of forest ecosystems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and corresponds to what has been done in the manuscript. It identifies that the complication remains entirely targeted toward synergistic relationships, and so on, which is of course what we have already teased out. It also specifically names both vine (Metrosideros perforata) and host plant (Pinus sylvestris). But I point out to there is a spelling error in the manuscript, title and abstract species name is written like 'Metrosideros perforate', while quoted for whole text as 'Metrosideros perforata'. The correct name is "Metrosideros perforata" (with 'a' at the end), and this reference should be corrected in the entire manuscript text, even in title.
	

	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 is well written, concise, and well organized with adequate description of the methodology, results and conclusions. It succinctly reviews the solvents used, methods of extraction, analytical (GC-MS) and.ff" findings related to 14 protective bioactive comp0sition.butte compounds and their biological properties. But there are a couple of things that I'd like to see done differently:
· The list of fourteen compound names with their concentrations, while detailed, makes the abstract somewhat lengthy. Consider condensing this section.

· Add a brief statement about the broader ecological or agricultural implications of these findings.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is methodologically sound, the analyses are rigorous and the techniques used in the study are adequate. The description for GC-MS is good and is a standard procedure. The results are well discussed and identified appropriately by comparison to a list of known compounds with databases. The discussion does correctly tie the compounds identified with their already known protective actions. But there are a few caveats to consider:

Strengths:

· The method is described in sufficient detail and can be replicated.

· The three solvents (hexane, methanol, dichloromethane) should be efficient to recover a wide range of compounds.

· The GC-MS analysis is performed correctly with standards and database matches.

· The conversation presents an in-depth review of published work for the protective effects of specific compounds.

Areas needing correction or clarification:

· The species name inconsistency "Metrosideros perforate" vs "Metrosideros perforata"—this needs fixing throughout.

· The paper mentions “cross protection” and a “synergistic relationship,” but nowhere is there direct experimental evidence shown here that claims these compounds actually move from climber to support, or the latter somehow benefits. This is a serious limitation to be recognized.

· Concluding (as this observation does) that those compounds "evoke a cross protection to the support plant" is, without actual transfer of such compounds to the supporting plant and without (a priori) evidence for uptake/effects by the supporting plant, is very speculative.

· No information about sample size and replication; how many plants were sampled? Was the extraction done in duplicate?

· It would be an advantage if the manuscript comprised field observations, or experimental proof, of real protective effects on the supporting plant.

· Minor problem: I suspect this is a typo but the reference for "Trimethylsilyl-di(timethylsiloxy)-silane" is likely to be also "Trimethylsilyl-di(trimethylsiloxy)-silane" (note the spelling of trimethylsiloxy).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and the discussion is well grounded. This article contains 40 references, ranging from 1865 (Darwin’s seminal publication) and to the year 2025, offering extensive coverage of historical and recent literature. The citations provide well-founded evidence for the statements on compound functions and protective mechanisms. Anyway, some ideas for additional references are:

· Include other recent literature on climber-supporting plant interactions, especially studies that test biochemical or molecular interactions.

· Add literature on Compound Volatility and potential mechanism of chemical transport between plants.

· Include any references on allelopathy or plant-plant chemical communication that would primarily, secondarily support the synergistic relationship hypothesis.

· Include more literature that is more focused on Metrosideros spp., and its chemical ecology.
	

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


	The quality of English language is generally good and the manuscript is easy to read. Nonetheless, there are a few grammatical mistakes that need to be corrected by proofreading by the Grammarian:

Specific corrections needed:

· Abstract: 

· "outcompeting nature" should be "out competitive nature"

· Mature leaves of Metrosideros perforata obtained from the trunk" - this sentence is very long and should be broken into two sentences for clarity.

· Introduction: 

· More than ninety eight percent" should be "More than ninety-eight percent" (hyphenated)

· "supports their relationship as antagonistic" - consider "support the view of their relationship as antagonistic"

· "Various reports indicate that supporting plants always suffers" - should be "supporting plants always suffer" (plural agreement)

· "Some climber may also create" - should be "Some climbers may also create"

· Discussion: 

· Reports shows" should be "Reports show"

· "this climbing plant to release molecular protective compounds thereby shielding its supporting plant for possible pest attack" - should be "from possible pest attack"

Suggestion: The manuscript would benefit from careful proofreading by a native English speaker or professional editing service to catch these and other minor grammatical issues.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents interesting and potentially important findings about climber-supporting plant relationships. The identification of protective bioactive compounds is valuable.
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	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)

None
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