
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Global Agriculture and Ecology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOGAE_15417

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	How are the Physico-anatomical Properties of Original Bark Different from Regenerated Bark? - A Novel Evidence for Sustainable Harvesting of Arjuna

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses an important issue concerning the sustainable harvesting of Terminalia arjuna, a medicinal tree species of considerable economic and pharmacological importance. The comparative evaluation of original and regenerated bark provides novel anatomical evidence that may assist sustainable bark harvesting, quality control, and authentication of medicinal raw materials. In addition, the findings have practical implications for forestry, medicinal plant conservation, and pharmaceutical industries. Overall, the study contributes useful baseline information that may support sustainable utilization and conservation of T. arjuna.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes 
(4)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		



	The abstract summarizes the study well; however, inclusion of numerical findings and statistical significance would strengthen its impact.


 (4)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords are appropriate and adequately represent the scope of the manuscript.
(5)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The introduction is well organized but could include additional recent studies on bark regeneration and sustainable medicinal plant harvesting published within the last 3–5 years.
      (4)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		



	The objectives are implied but should be 
explicitly stated at the end of the Introduction.


(4)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Relevant literature has been cited; however, more recent international publications would strengthen the manuscript.
     (4)
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Methods are generally appropriate, but additional methodological details are required regarding sampling strategy, statistical assumptions, and microscope calibration to enhance reproducibility.
    (4)
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A

No ethical concerns are apparent since the study involves plant materials.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results are clearly presented and supported by appropriate statistical analyses.
    (5)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Tables and anatomical plates are relevant, although higher image resolution and clearer labeling would improve interpretation.
    (4)
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The discussion appropriately relates findings to previous studies but could provide deeper biological explanations for the observed anatomical differences and broader implications for sustainable harvesting.
   (4)
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Conclusions are supported by the presented data.
    (5)
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The study limitations are not explicitly discussed. The authors should acknowledge the relatively small sample size (n = 10), single geographic location, and one-year regeneration period.
   (3)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	References are relevant, although additional recent international literature (2023–2025) would improve currency.
   (4)
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
		



	Generally well written, but minor grammatical revisions and sentence restructuring would improve readability.


    (4)
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes

Minor improvement: Include one or two numerical values, highlighting the magnitude of significant differences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes;
The experimental design, statistical analyses, and interpretation are scientifically sound. Nevertheless, methodological details and discussion should be expanded to improve reproducibility and scientific depth.

This manuscript addresses an important issue concerning the sustainable harvesting of Terminalia arjuna, a medicinal tree species of considerable economic and pharmacological importance. The comparative evaluation of original and regenerated bark provides novel anatomical evidence that may assist sustainable bark harvesting, quality control, and authentication of medicinal raw materials. The findings have practical implications for forestry, medicinal plant conservation, and pharmaceutical industries. Overall, the study contributes useful baseline information that may support sustainable utilization and conservation of T. arjuna.

Minor Revision: The manuscript is scientifically sound but requires improvements in presentation, methodological detail, discussion, and acknowledgment of limitations.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes;

Although the reference list is appropriate, inclusion of additional high-quality publications from 2023–2025 on bark regeneration, medicinal tree anatomy, and sustainable harvesting would further strengthen the manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No

No ethical concerns were identified.
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