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	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 article is integral to the conservation of these two endangered species. It endeavours to provide a pathway for reintroducing these critically affected species due to overexploitation by humans. This article is informative and an eye-opener in sharing the potential of already available biostimulant resources in augmenting conservation measures for these endangered species. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable but requires a few adjustments as suggested in the write-up. The term ‘natural rhizogenesis boosters’ is okay, but it is not justified in the write-up, starting from the introductory section. 
	

	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 general outlook of the abstract is okay, and it is about 287 words, but it needs to be succinct. The background information, the materials and methods are not well articulated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. It has demonstrated good science. The issue of inconsistency is prominent, i.e., (i) the author (s) need to stick to a particular taxonomic description that best represents the tree species concerned; (ii) the format of presenting results and the discussion is mixed up, the authors can choose what best suite them using the guide to authors. 
Please revise the title, abstract, introduction, materials and methods and the results and discussion section. Ensure everything tally throughout the article.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	This article will require assistance to improve consistency, flow, and general fluency. I have added a few valuable suggestions in the write-up, but more needs to be done. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The results are well analysed and presented, but the discussion section (s) show inconsistencies.  Some sections have the contexts of other studies, while others do not. The author (s) can follow the guiding template to improve the general outlook of this good article.  
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