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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.
	The findings presented in this manuscript provide essential empirical data on the machining qualities of Neem and Cassia—two underutilized timber species for which scientific information has been notably limited. By systematically evaluating their planing and turning performance, the study offers evidence-based parameters that can guide wood engineers, manufacturers, and forest stakeholders in optimizing the use of these species. This work contributes meaningfully to sustainable forestry initiatives by identifying alternative species that can reduce pressure on overexploited commercial timbers. Overall, the manuscript expands the technical knowledge base required for diversifying raw material resources, improving machining efficiency, and supporting responsible
forest resource management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title reflects the topic but is too broad and does not name the species studied. Another suggession is:
“Machining Properties of Neem and Cassia Wood: Comparative Analysis of Sapwood and Heartwood”
	

	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 current abstract summarizes the key findings well, but it is not yet fully comprehensive according to standard scientific abstract structures. Several important elements are missing or underdeveloped, and the flow can be strengthened for clarity and impact.
Sugessions:
Add a concise background/problem statement. Provide a clearer description of methods.
Strengthen quantitative clarity of results.
Improve the concluding statement regarding scientific and industrial implications. Remove minor redundancies and overly technical numerical detail.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its core methodology, results, and conclusions.
It presents reliable empirical data, adheres to established scientific methods, and contributes meaningful knowledge about the machining properties of two underutilized timber species.
With minor improvements—especially adding statistical testing—the manuscript would meet strong scientific publication standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list is sufficient and recent, but adding a few more up-to-date studies—especially from 2020 onward—would make the manuscript stronger, more globally relevant, and more aligned with current research trends.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	
The English is adequate, but the manuscript requires careful language editing to achieve the level of clarity, precision, and polish expected in scholarly publications.
A light-to-moderate professional language edit is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments
	
	






	PART 2:

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
NO, The research fits within standard scientific forestry and materials testing procedures, and it does not raise ethical concerns.
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