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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 conservation of threatened medicinal species is essential for maintaining biodiversity and pharmacological potential. In this context, Hildegardia populifolia, endemic to India and listed on the IUCN Red List as Near Threatened, exhibits low natural regeneration associated with physical dormancy. The study contributes to biodiversity conservation, medicinal and socioeconomic valorization, and practical and sustainable applicability by identifying a simple and effective pre-germinative technique for seedling production and ecological restoration. However, it should be noted that the text presents structural issues that need improvement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, but it can be considered somewhat generic, as it does not mention the main methodological distinction of the study (pre-sowing treatments/hydropriming). For greater precision and scientific impact, it could be slightly refined. A more specific alternative would be:

“Effect of Pre-Sowing Treatments on Seed Germination and Early Seedling Growth of H. populifolia (DC.) Schott & Endl., a Near-Threatened Medicinal Tree Species.”
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive, however, it includes typical article sections (introduction, methodology, etc.), which is not usual for scientific abstracts. It is recommended to reorganize it into a continuous and concise text, highlighting the species’ conservation and ethnomedicinal relevance, the practical contribution to restoration and conservation programs, and the main findings, while summarizing excessive numerical details and improving sentence flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific consistency, with clear objectives, appropriate methodology, and relevant results. However, the structural organization of the text, considering the expected format for a scientific article, requires adjustments, particularly in the arrangement of sections, clarity of ideas, and cohesion between the abstract, introduction, and discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are relevant and appropriate, but updating them to include studies from the last 3–5 years would improve the recency and scientific credibility of the manuscript. To strengthen the study, it would be useful to include more recent references on pre-sowing and hydropriming techniques applied to medicinal or threatened tree species, as well as reviews on propagation and conservation strategies for endemic species. Additionally, recent studies addressing the influence of pre-sowing treatments on overcoming physical versus physiological seed dormancy could complement the discussion and reinforce the scientific basis of the manuscript, demonstrating both study updates and broader practical applicability. Specifically, in the results and discussion section, the discussion is relatively superficial and could be deepened by exploring in more detail the physiological mechanisms of dormancy, comparisons with recent studies, study limitations, and the ecological and applied implications of the findings.
	

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


	The English in the article is adequate for understanding, but it requires linguistic and stylistic revision to fully meet academic standards of clarity, conciseness, and fluency, especially for international journals.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic, but each section presents points that need improvement. The objective could be rewritten for greater clarity. The methodology could better describe the evaluated species by including ecological, biological, and economic data given its relevance. The captions for figures 2 and 3 need to be more explanatory. The most concerning aspect is the discussion requires further depth, comparison with recent literature, and a more detailed treatment of the study’s ecological implications. The conclusion is coherent but could further emphasize the scientific and practical contributions of the study.

Despite these deficiencies, the research is of great importance, as it identifies a simple, economical, and sustainable technique to enhance germination and seedling vigor of H. populifolia. Its results can support nursery propagation programs, ex situ conservation, and restoration of natural populations of this threatened medicinal species. The text requires substantial structural improvements.
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