
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Biology & Biotechnology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JABB_150973

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Variation in Seed Characters of Calophyllum inophyllum L.and Changes in Oil content and Germination with Storage

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article



	PART 1: Comments

	
	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.
	The manuscript investigates the variability of morphometric, germination, and oil content characters across 21 Candidate Plus Trees (CPTs) of Calophyllum inophyllum L. in the Puri district of Odisha, India. It further evaluates the degradation of oil and germination quality over 90 days under various storage conditions (light/dark and open/closed containers). Key findings highlight high heritability in seed and kernel weights and identify "Closed Polythene bag in Dark" (CPD) as the optimal storage method to mitigate the degradation of triglycerides
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is technically suitable as it accurately reflects the two-part nature of the study. However, it is somewhat lengthy and lacks an emphasis on the "Genetic Improvement" and "CPT Selection" aspects which occupy a significant portion of the results. A more concise and impactful title would improve the manuscript's visibility in academic databases.
	

	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 provides a broad overview but lacks the specific numerical results. It contains repetitive sentences regarding "future improvement work" and fails to mention the specific solvent used for oil extraction, which the results later highlight as a key finding.
· Remove the repetitive phrases "which can be taken into consideration for selection of plant material for further genetic improvement". This sentiment is stated twice in the same paragraph; one clear statement at the end is sufficient.
· Delete "variability was observed in different characters". It is better to state the specific range or magnitude of that variability.
· Include the maximum oil percentage found (70.05% in ODCPT-17) and the specific germination percentage drop (from 75.2% to 44.0% over 90 days).
· Mention that Diethyl Ether was identified as the superior solvent for extraction, as this is a significant result presented in the paper.
· Instead of "maximum oil extracted in seed stored under CPD," define the abbreviation CPD (Closed Polythene bag in Dark) in the abstract for immediate clarity.
· Flow: The abstract currently jumps between CPT selection and storage effects. Use a clear transition: "Following germplasm selection, post-harvest stability was evaluated..."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific methodology for the progeny testing and variability analysis is robust, but the storage study lacks critical chemical indicators of oil quality (e.g., Acid Value). Furthermore, while the statistical findings on heritability are strong, the manuscript is burdened by repetitive data visualization in the storage section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the bibliography is extensive with 80+ citations, it is heavily dated. A substantial portion of the references (approx. 70%) pre-dates 2015, and several critical citations are from the 1980s and 1990s . To maintain competitiveness in a modern journal, the authors must integrate recent breakthroughs (2022–2025) in biodiesel oxidative stability, molecular marker-assisted selection, and advanced storage technologies.
	


Review Form 3


Created by: DR
Checked by: PM
Approved by: MBM
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The scientific narrative is clear and follows a logical structure. However, the manuscript contains numerous typographical errors, inconsistent capitalization of technical terms, and non-standard scientific phrasing that detract from its professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments
	· The authors mention the medicinal and biodiesel value of C. inophyllum. To improve scientific depth, please include a brief discussion on the chemical mechanism of oil degradation in recalcitrant seeds, specifically mentioning lipid peroxidation.
· The introduction should more clearly state the hypothesis: why would "Closed Dark" conditions specifically inhibit the enzymatic or oxidative pathways compared to other methods?
· Section 2.1.2: You used Diethyl ether for Soxhlet extraction. Please state the purity/grade of the solvent and the extraction temperature.
· Section 2.2.1: Please provide the average ambient temperature and relative humidity of the storage environment, as these are critical for understanding the kinetics of oil degradation.
· Table 2: The raw data for all 21 CPTs is quite dense. It is recommended to move the full table to provide a summary table (Means, Max, Min, and LSD) in the main text.
· Figure 1 shows that Diethyl Ether yielded the highest oil (57.49%). This is an important finding for process optimization. Did the authors perform a GC analysis to see if the solvent choice affected the fatty acid profile?
· Oil content decreased from 57.6% to 38.85% in open light (OPL) storage. The discussion of "oxidative and hydrolytic degradation" would be much stronger if supported by chemical titration data (e.g., changes in Free Fatty Acids). Also, please discuss the Rancidity mechanism in more detail, specifically how light triggers autoxidation.
· Figure 4 (photos of fruits) is purely illustrative. It should be either high-resolution or replaced with a more technical plot like a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of the CPT traits.
· Figure 7 (raw changes), Figure 8 (% decrease), and Figure 9 (periodic decrease) show the same trends. Please merge these into one multi-panel figure to improve the manuscript's conciseness.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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