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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.

	This manuscript is highly relevant as it explores the bending characteristics of Azadirachta indica (Neem) and Senna siamea (Cassia), two underutilized timber species with significant potential in the furniture and joinery industries. By demonstrating their mechanical performance in relation to density and moisture content, the study identifies sustainable alternatives to traditionally exploited species like Khaya ivorensis. Such findings are valuable not only for advancing scientific understanding of wood properties but also for promoting the diversification of raw materials in industry. Most importantly, the work supports sustainable forest management in Ghana by encouraging the adoption of lesser-used species, thereby reducing ecological pressure on primary timber resources.
	

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

	The phrase “in Steam Cold Method” is grammatically awkward; it would be better expressed as “under/using  Cold and Steam Bending”.

Suggested:- Comparative Study of Moisture Content, Density, and Bending Strength of Azadirachta indica and Senna siamea under Cold and Steam Bending Methods
	

	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.

	It clearly highlights the differences in moisture content, density, and bending performance between Azadirachta indica and Senna siamea. The abstract is rather dense with numerical results, which may overwhelm readers; summarizing the key trends instead of listing too many specific values would make it more concise and reader-friendly. The phrase “steam cold method” is awkward and should be revised to “cold and steam bending methods” for grammatical accuracy
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. However, there are some minor issues that could be clarified for better rigor—for example, the description of sample preparation and replication could be streamlined to avoid redundancy, and the discussion would benefit from deeper comparison with prior bending studies beyond Ghana.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cited in the manuscript are adequate and relevant to the study. 
	

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

	The language of the manuscript is understandable and conveys the scientific content clearly but requires minor improvement. There are occasional grammatical errors, awkward phrasing (e.g., “in Steam Cold Method” should be corrected to “under Cold and Steam Bending Methods”), and instances of redundancy, particularly in the methods section where some descriptions are repeated. The abstract and discussion also tend to include overly long sentences and a heavy load of numerical details, which can affect readability.




	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript presents scientifically sound work with clear practical relevance to sustainable timber utilization. The study is well designed, the data are rigorously analyzed, and the conclusions are supported by the results. However, improvements are needed in language quality, clarity of the abstract and title, and the inclusion of a few additional recent references to broaden the international context. These revisions are relatively minor and do not affect the core findings of the study. I therefore recommend the manuscript for publication after minor revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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