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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 paper is important because the authors sought to develop an effective propagation method for the Hildegardia populifolia. This would pave the way for mass propagation of the species for conservation and restoration programs. The paper will facilitate the initiation of a domestication process for the species.   
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, but I will suggest that instead of “through stem cuttings”, the authors should write “USING STEM CUTTINGS”. Macro-propagation studies of Hildegardia populifolia (DC.) Schott & Endl. using Stem Cuttings. 
	

	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 not comprehensive. It lacks a proper introduction and the reason (problem statement or research gap) for the experiment. The aim is not consistent with the objective of the main introduction.  The information for the abstract is scanty.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are issues to address to improve the paper. What does field-based greenhouse mean? Why was the red soil more than the rest? What ratio of the cocopeat was supplemented to the media? What does during 2022-2025? I am wondering how a 30cm long cutting will have just 2-3 nodes. Does that mean the species has a longer internode? Looking at the photos, the diameter size does look like a 3 cm (30 mm). If so, a 3 cm diameter cutting is larger. The 8 x 12-inch polybag is bigger than it is. The authors ought to check these figures well. The authors have had good results, but have had issues with the write-up.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The introduction, methodology and discussion sections lack adequate references.
	

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


	Yes, the English language is quite good, but it needs some improvement.  
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