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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 baseline data on the distribution and morphology of the endangered Adansonia digitata (baobab) trees in Uttar Pradesh, India, documenting 27 trees across 13 sites in 10 districts over 15 years of fieldwork. It highlights the tree's cultural significance as a heritage species (e.g., Kalpavriksha or Parijat) and low fruiting rate (25.92%), aiding conservation efforts amid threats like habitat loss and climate change. The detailed morphometric variations in fruits, seeds, and girth sizes offer insights for genetic diversity studies and propagation strategies, benefiting forestry researchers and policymakers in non-native regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Morphological Survey of Endangered Tree species Adansonia digitata Linn. In Ten Districts of Uttar Pradesh, India" is suitable as it accurately reflects the descriptive survey focus, location, and species. Minor tweak suggested: "Morphological Characterization and Distribution Survey of Endangered Adansonia digitata L. Trees in Ten Districts of Uttar Pradesh, India" for precision on methods and tree-level data.
	

	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 mostly comprehensive, summarizing sites, tree count (27), fruiting trees (7), key measurements, and conservation value, but it uses first-person ("I recorded") which is informal for scholarly abstracts. Suggest revisions: Remove personal pronouns, add statistical significance of variations (e.g., fruit shape differences), quantify threats briefly, and state conservation implications explicitly; shorten fieldwork details (e.g., km traveled, photos) to focus on findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound in documenting field observations, with consistent morphometric data (e.g., fruit lengths 13.7-35.2 cm, seeds up to 1773/fruit) aligning with cited African studies (Sudan, Kenya, Benin). However, lacks statistical analyses (e.g., ANOVA for variations, p-values only mentioned once), approximate ages without validation methods, and no genetic/molecular data to support "endangered" status in India. Results/discussion appropriately compare to global baobab morphology but over-relies on unpublished data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References (26 total) are sufficient for a survey paper, covering morphology, ecology, and uses, but only 2 are post-2020 (2022, 2024), with most from 1982-2016. Suggest adding: 1) IUCN Red List assessment for A. digitata in India (2023 update); 2) Recent Indian study: "Adansonia digitata in semi-arid India: Distribution and threats" (J. Indian For., 2024); 3) Genetic diversity review: Chadam et al. (2021) on baobab in South Asia.
	

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


	English quality needs improvement for scholarly publication; frequent grammatical errors (e.g., "Adnsonia" for Adansonia, "singal" for single, run-on sentences), awkward phrasing (e.g., "eye catching profile of Adnsonia digitata, marvelous and heritage tree"), and inconsistent formatting (e.g., "smallcaps"). First-person usage ("I traveled", "my own survey") should shift to passive/objective voice; professional editing recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction/Rationale: Provides good context on threats and cultural value but lacks clear hypothesis (e.g., expected morphological variation by site); strengthen with India-specific endangerment evidence.

Methodology: Descriptive but unclear on sampling (e.g., how sites/trees selected, replication for measurements, age estimation method); list all tools consistently, add GPS coordinates for sites.

Results: Tables 1-4 effectively present data (e.g., girth 1.0-18.2 m, fruit weights 405-778 g), but combine fragmented summaries; include error bars/SD consistently.

Discussion: Links well to African studies but needs statistical tests for "significant differences"; expand conservation recommendations with propagation trials.
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