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	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 tackles a significant issue in the propagation of senna (Cassia angustifolia Vahl.), a crucial medicinal plant recognized for its laxative effects and its commercial cultivation in areas such as India. By methodically assessing a diverse array of pre-sowing treatments aimed at overcoming physical seed dormancy, it offers important insights into the optimization of germination and seedling quality, which are vital for the large-scale production and sustainable cultivation of this crop. The results underscore the efficacy of acid treatments (notably 25% nitric acid for 20-30 minutes) in enhancing seedling vigor, survival rates, and overall quality, thereby providing practical recommendations for farmers, nurseries, and researchers engaged in the study of medicinal plants. This work contributes to the advancement of knowledge in seed physiology and agronomic practices for hard-seeded legumes, bolstering initiatives to improve medicinal plant supply chains and lessen dependence on wild harvesting.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not entirely appropriate because of slight typographical mistakes and clumsy wording (for instance, "insenna" should be corrected to "in senna", there are missing spaces, and the term "Vahl." requires proper italicization).

Suggested alternative title:

"Effect of Pre-Sowing Treatments on Breaking Dormancy, Germination, and Seedling Quality in Senna (Cassia angustifolia Vahl.)"
	

	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.


	Indeed, the abstract is largely thorough, encompassing the objective, methodology (which includes the number of treatments and design), key results (the most effective treatments for various parameters), and the primary conclusion. It succinctly encapsulates the findings of the study and emphasizes the most promising treatment.

Nevertheless, there are minor recommendations for enhancement:

Explicitly include the total number of seeds per treatment (50) and the number of replications (three) if space permits.

Clarify that the boiling treatment resulted in no germination (due to damage to the embryo) to eliminate any ambiguity.

Indicate that the experiment employed a completely randomized design (CRD) within a shade house.

Briefly mention the performance of the control for comparative purposes.

No significant deletions are necessary, but a review for typographical errors (such as "sennosides" and "pre-sowing") would improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Indeed, the manuscript is fundamentally sound from a scientific perspective. The methodology employed is suitable for investigating seed dormancy in hard-seeded legumes, featuring a well-structured experiment utilizing a Completely Randomized Design (CRD), sufficient replications, and standard metrics (such as germination percentage, vigor index, and survival rates). The results are interpreted logically and are substantiated by relevant citations (for instance, the role of acid treatments in generating micro-cracks), with conclusions that are consistent with the presented data. The discussion is coherent; however, certain assertions (such as the enhancement of cytokinin synthesis by nitric acid) are cited correctly.

Minor concerns include:

Some statistical information lacks clarity (for example, the term "non-significant" regarding days to germination is used without explicit mention of p-values or LSD values).

While the lethality of the boiling treatment is thoroughly explained, it may benefit from a note on the risks of potential overexposure.

The discussion on the superior performance of nitric acid compared to sulfuric acid (for example, in terms of chemical specificity) could be further elaborated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are adequate, comprising approximately 20 citations, and encompass essential literature on seed dormancy, such as the works of Baskin et al., as well as studies specific to senna. The majority of these references are relatively recent, with several published between 2015 and 2024. Nevertheless, incorporating a few additional recent references, particularly those published after 2020, regarding senna seed treatments could enhance the manuscript's robustness:

Jnanesha et al. (2023) – An in vitro assessment of germination behavior in senna subjected to thermal seed treatments.

Recent investigations (2022–2024) focusing on mechanical scarification and chemical treatments in Senna alexandrina, including the impacts of temperature and scarification that result in over 90% germination.

Kumar et al. (2024) – Recent developments in the genetic parameters and cultivation practices of senna (already referenced but could be elaborated upon).

While there are no significant gaps, the inclusion of 2 to 3 additional recent studies on acid pretreatments within related Fabaceae would enhance the overall comprehensiveness.
	

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


	The language is suitable for academic discourse; however, it necessitates minor adjustments for clarity, grammatical accuracy, and consistency. The identified issues include:

Frequent typographical errors and missing spaces (for instance, "pre sowing" should be corrected to "pre-sowing", "insenna" should be revised to "in senna", and the term "senna" is not consistently capitalized or italicized).

Awkward sentence constructions (for example, "recorded least number of days for germination" could be rephrased to "took the least number of days to germinate").

Inconsistent formatting (for example, species names are not always italicized).

Certain sentences are either run-on or repetitive.

In summary, while the text is comprehensible, it would greatly benefit from professional English editing to align with elevated scholarly standards.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO         If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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