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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 manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive consolidation of existing knowledge on Xylia xylocarpa, an economically and ecologically significant tree species in South and Southeast Asia. By synthesizing information on its taxonomy, ecology, ethnobotany, wood properties, and conservation status, the review serves as a valuable, centralized resource for researchers, foresters, and conservation practitioners. The paper effectively highlights the species' potential in climate-resilient forestry and bioprospecting, while also underscoring the urgent conservation needs resulting from over-exploitation and habitat loss. Its multidisciplinary approach makes it an important reference for future research and sustainable management strategies. 
The manuscript has significant merit due to its comprehensive content and thorough research. However, the extensive language and stylistic issues are a major deficiency that must be addressed. The paper has repairable deficiencies and could be a strong contribution to the field after a substantial revision of the writing and prose.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "A comprehensive review on Xylia xylocarpa (Roxb.) W. Theob.: A Pillar Species in the Dry Tropics of South and Southeast Asia" is suitable. It is descriptive, accurate, and effectively communicates the manuscript's scope and the significance of the species.
	

	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, mainly, but it could be strengthened to reflect the full scope of the review better.

Suggestions:

· The abstract effectively covers the tree's traditional value and wood quality. I suggest adding a sentence that explicitly mentions its ecological roles, such as carbon sequestration and its adaptability to high temperatures, which are important themes discussed in the manuscript.

· Mentioning its potential for bioprospecting and the isolation of specific compounds in the abstract would also better capture the breadth of the review. This would provide a more comprehensive picture of the species' modern relevance, extending beyond its use in timber.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. The authors have compiled and presented information from a wide range of peer-reviewed sources, accurately summarizing the findings of the cited studies. The data presented on taxonomy, wood properties (e.g., density, MOR), and physiological responses are consistent with the referenced literature. There are no apparent scientific contradictions or unsupported claims within the text.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in number and represent a good balance between foundational, older studies (e.g., Arora, 1960; Dent, 1948) and recent research (e.g., Bui et al., 2023; Panudom et al., 2024). This combination is appropriate for a comprehensive review article, as it grounds the discussion in historical context while incorporating the latest findings. The breadth of sources covers the multiple disciplines discussed in the paper.
	

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


	No, the language quality is not suitable for scholarly publication in its current state. The manuscript requires significant copyediting to correct numerous errors in grammar, punctuation, sentence structure, and word choice.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-researched and valuable review that brings together a vast amount of information on Xylia xylocarpa. The authors have done an excellent job of covering the species from multiple perspectives, and the conclusion effectively summarizes its importance and the need for conservation.
The primary weakness is the quality of the writing. The manuscript often reads like a list of annotated summaries rather than a synthesized review. The authors should focus on improving the narrative flow, creating smoother transitions between topics, and integrating the findings from different studies into a more cohesive story. While the structure is logical, the prose needs substantial refinement to meet the standards of a scientific journal.
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