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	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.
	This manuscript comprehensively evaluates the morphometric variability, oil content, germination, and storage behavior of Calophyllum inophyllum. These oil-producing tree species are increasingly relevant for biodiesel, nutraceutical, and medicinal applications. An integrated assessment of seed source variation, genetic parameters (heritability and genetic gain), and post-harvest storage effects provides valuable insights into genetic improvement programs and seed management strategies. The findings are particularly relevant to coastal
agroforestry systems and sustainable utilization of bioresources. Overall, the study contributes valuable baseline data for tree improvement, conservation, and the industrial exploitation of C. inophyllum.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title appropriately reflects the main focus of the research.
	

	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.
	While this abstract adequately summarizes the study's objectives, methodology, main results, and conclusions, it is still too long and contains several grammatical and stylistic issues. Overall, the abstract is scientifically informative; however, its language and conciseness require refinement. To improve, it is recommended that the authors reduce repetition—such as repeated mentions of variables and storage effects—and clearly separate results related to seed source variation and storage experiments. Additionally, the authors should include salient
quantitative points, such as oil content ranges and maximum germination values, while improving the flow and consistency of tense.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From a methodological perspective, the manuscript exhibits considerable strengths, supported by a robust experimental design, including CPT-based seed source evaluation and the application of a factorial CRD to the storage experiment. Furthermore, the authors have used appropriate statistical tools, including ANOVA, GCV, PCV, heritability analysis, and correlation and genetic gain analyses. The interpretation of the results presented is also considered logical, supported by relevant and up-to-date literature. However, there are several crucial points that require immediate follow-up to improve the quality of the manuscript. However, the authors are encouraged to further justify the sample size and the number of CPTs employed, since storage experiments relying on seeds from a single CPT may constrain the broader applicability of the results. In addition, several conclusions are repeated across sections, indicating the need for improved synthesis. Overall, although the study is scientifically
sound, major revisions are required to enhance clarity, structural coherence, and methodological justification.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is recommended that the authors incorporate the most recent molecular or biochemical seed quality references.
https://krishikosh.egranth.ac.in/server/api/core/bitstreams/f5fefcea-d5f8-42ed-8b22-8695206c11ef/content https://ro.ecu.edu.au/theses/615/
	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	This manuscript requires substantial technical revision due to numerous grammatical errors and inconsistent capitalization. In addition, many sentences are excessively long, which disrupts readability and obscures the logical flow of the text. This problem is further compounded by repetitive phrasing across the manuscript and inconsistent scientific terminology, which collectively hinder the effective communication of the scientific
content.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Figures and tables are informative, but captions should be more concise and self-explanatory.
Some sections (Results & Discussion) would benefit from better integration rather than descriptive repetition. The Discussion section should focus more on mechanistic interpretation rather than restating results.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No ethical issues identified.
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