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	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 addresses an important gap in the propagation of Ailanthus excelsa, an economically and medicinally important but underutilized tree species. The study offers a well-designed approach to improving in vitro seed germination and somatic embryogenesis, which is pivotal for mass propagation and conservation efforts. Given the rising importance of biotechnological interventions in forestry and medicinal plant conservation, this work has the potential to contribute significantly to tissue culture protocols for tree species with poor natural regeneration. Moreover, the findings open avenues for further research into artificial seed production and reducing hyperhydricity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative and largely suitable as it captures both the scope (seed germination and somatic embryogenesis) and the subject (Ailanthus excelsa).
I Suggest minor improvement in title, to enhance clarity and flow, consider:
"In vitro seed germination and somatic embryogenesis in Ailanthus excelsa Roxb.: A medicinal tree of heaven"


	

	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 comprehensive, with a logical structure (Aim, Method, Results, and Conclusion). However, a few suggestions I would recommend:

· Mention of “anti-browning agents” in methods should briefly specify which agents/chemical was used.

· The statistical significance values (e.g., p = 0.055) should be better contextualized.

· The abstract could conclude with a clearer statement on the novelty or future applications of the findings (e.g., in conservation or clonal forestry).

I also Suggest a sentence addition at the end:
"These findings lay the foundation for future work on somatic embryo conversion, artificial seed production, and conservation of A. excelsa."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. I feel the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is detailed and replicable, with appropriate controls and statistical treatment. The experimental design (triplicates, ANOVA, DMRT) is robust. Results are interpreted in the light of previous research, and discussion is well-structured. However, addressing the issue of hyperhydricity in greater depth (e.g., mitigation strategies) would strengthen the study.
2. In the seed germination section under Methodology, the author has stated the GA₃ concentrations as 0.1, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, and 3.5 mg/L. However, this does not correspond with the GA₃ concentrations presented in Figure 1, which are: 0, 0.25, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, and 3.5 mg/L. The author needs to correct this inconsistency.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are appropriate, recent, and comprehensive. The authors have cited literature up to 2024 and even 2025 in press. The mix of classical and current literature provides solid context. No major additions are required, but you might consider citing:

1. Recent work on anti-hyperhydricity strategies in somatic embryogenesis.

2. Specific reviews or protocols focused on woody medicinal tree species tissue culture.


	

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


	The language is altogether clear and scholarly. A few minor grammatical errors and awkward phrases exist, but they do not significantly hinder comprehension. The manuscript has benefited from language polishing using AI tools, as disclosed. Some sentences in the Results and Discussion sections could be tightened for conciseness. 

Example for improvement:

"It indicated the model or treatment was significant."
→ "This indicates that the treatment had a statistically significant effect."
	

	Optional/General comments


	I have few suggestions to the author to improve quality of this manuscript
· The figures are informative, but including scale bars or more descriptive captions would enhance their utility.

· Consider restructuring the Results and Discussion into two separate sections for clarity.

· Add a graphical summary or schematic of the experimental workflow to improve visual understanding.

· A note on the ecological or commercial implications of this tissue culture protocol in the conclusion would be valuable.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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