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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	a. The research tackles a real-world problem of sustainable forestry and resource diversification.
b. The use of standardized tests (EN, ISO) and a comprehensive experimental design (both species, both wood portions, both bending methods) is commendable.
c. The application of Mixed ANOVA provides statistical rigor and credibility to the findings.
d. The quality classification system directly translates scientific results into actionable information for industry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes
The species name "Siamea senna" is incorrect. The accepted name used in the abstract and text is Senna siamea. This must be corrected for botanical accuracy.
	

	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 research contributions of the paper should be articulated more clearly. The abstract is not representative of the content and contributions of the paper. The abstract does not seem to properly convey the rigor of research.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, 

1- For readers to quickly catch your contribution, it would be better to highlight major difficulties and challenges, and your original achievements to overcome them, in a clearer way in abstract and introduction.
2- It is suggested to compare the results of the present research with some similar studies which is done before.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Following, you will find some new related references which should be added to literature review: 
· https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mtcomm.2024.108034
· https://doi.org/10.1007/s11947-024-03399-9
· https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2024.109469
· https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.231685
· https://doi.org/10.1007/s11947-024-03399-9
· 
	

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

	

yes


	

	Optional/General comments

	
1- For readers to quickly catch your contribution, it would be better to highlight major difficulties and challenges, and your original achievements to overcome them, in a clearer way in abstract and introduction.
2- It is suggested to compare the results of the present research with some similar studies which is done before.
3-  Much more explanations and interpretations must be added for the Results, that's not enough.
4- Include a flowchart to clarify the methodology.
5- Some key parameters are not mentioned. The rationale on the choice of the particular set of parameters should be explained with more details. Have the authors experimented with other sets of values? What are the sensitivities of these parameters on the results?
6- This section suffers from redundant paragraphs (e.g., the description of density measurement and the 432-sample calculation is repeated verbatim three times). This must be thoroughly edited to present a single, clear, and coherent methodology.
7- The number of specimens is confusing. It states 48 timber pieces were recovered, then 80 specimens for moisture content/density, and later 160 for bending tests. A clear flowchart or a more precise explanation of the sampling design (how many specimens per species, per portion, per test) would be highly beneficial.
8- The unit for density in Table 4 is listed as "N/mm³," which is a unit of pressure (MPa), not density. Density should be in kg/m³. This is a critical error that must be corrected throughout the results and discussion where it appears.
9- The figures (e.g., Fig. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) are referenced but are not included in the provided text, making it impossible to evaluate them. The captions and in-text references to them should be checked for consistency (e.g., Fig. 3 references "Nee" instead of "Neem").
10- The correlation between density and bending performance is clearly stated, but the discussion on the inverse relationship for Neem sapwood/heartwood in steam bending (sapwood performed better despite lower density) is a fascinating point that could be explored in more depth. What anatomical factors might explain this?

This manuscript presents valuable and publishable research. Its core scientific contribution is strong. The issues identified are primarily related to presentation, language, and technical detail, which can be addressed through careful revision. Once these revisions are made, this chapter will be a significant contribution to the field of wood science and technology, particularly in promoting the use of underutilized species.
Final Verdict: Accept with Major Revisions.
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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 details)
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