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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 provides valuable insights into the physicochemical and anatomical characteristics of Azadirachta indica wood, contributing to the understanding of its quality and potential applications. The comprehensive evaluation of parameters such as density, specific gravity, and chemical composition offers important data for the sustainable utilization of this fast-growing species in forestry and wood-based industries. The findings highlight the species’ suitability for products like furniture, pulp, and composite materials, promoting its economic and ecological importance. Moreover, the study enhances the scientific community’s knowledge of how anatomical traits influence wood quality, supporting further research on the optimization and sustainable management of A. indica resources.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear, but it can be slightly improved for better readability and scientific style:

“Physicochemical and Anatomical Evaluation of Wood Quality in Azadirachta indica A. Juss”
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the study's objectives, methodology, key findings, and implications. However, a few refinements could make it more concise and impactful. Here are my suggestions:

· Currently, the purpose and conclusion are not clearly stated at the beginning and end.

· Remove unnecessary procedural details and focus on key findings and their implications for wood quality.

· Use consistent and precise language. Replace repetitive phrases like “found to be” with more varied verbs.

· Add one or two sentences summarizing the importance of the findings, for example, how these properties support Azadirachta indica as a promising species for industrial or ecological use.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the subsections and structure of the manuscript appear appropriate.
	

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

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


	Review the document to eliminate typographical errors and improve text fluidity
	

	Optional/General comments


	It would be beneficial to clearly identify the research gaps in previous studies to better emphasize the originality and necessity of this work.

Consistency in the presentation of results is important. The authors should adopt a uniform format—either tables or figures—rather than alternating between the two.

A schematic diagram illustrating the sampling procedure, measurement directions, and parameters recorded in this study should be presented.

In the Materials and Methods section, it should be clarified whether the samples used for chemical analyses were oven-dried or air-dried. Oven drying can potentially alter or degrade biochemical compounds, leading to inaccurate results.

The use of a single tree as the sampling source may not be sufficient to generalize the findings. Including more samples or replicates would improve the reliability and representativeness of the study.

The section 2.3 “Cellulose, Hemicellulose and Lignin content of Wood Sample” should specify the modifications made to the standard protocol used for these determinations.

The statistical approach used for data analysis should be briefly described to enhance the scientific robustness and reproducibility of the study.

The discussion section currently lacks depth. It should engage more thoroughly with existing literature and contextualize the results within the broader research framework. Expanding the discussion and improving citation practices would strengthen the manuscript’s overall quality.

Figure 2: A clear and detailed legend should be added.

Figures 5, 6, and 7: The numbers or labels appearing at the top of these figures should be removed for a cleaner presentation.

Figures and Tables: Certain figures (e.g., Figure 3) and tables (e.g., Table 2) could be consolidated into a single, comprehensive graph to streamline the presentation and improve clarity.
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