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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 addresses an important and relatively under-synthesised topic concerning the use of stem injection for nutrient delivery in woody plants. Its critical comparison of transport mechanisms, nutrient-specific efficacy, delivery technologies, and potential wounding effects provides a useful framework for evaluating the current evidence base. The manuscript is particularly valuable in highlighting the distinction between demonstrating nutrient uptake and demonstrating effective correction of nutritional deficiency, while also identifying important methodological gaps such as inadequate controls and limited evidence on repeated injection. With appropriate strengthening of the literature-search methodology and clearer distinction between direct evidence and extrapolation, the review could provide a useful resource for researchers working in plant nutrition, horticulture, arboriculture, and tree physiology.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement as I have suggested addition below.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The keywords are relevant and adequately represent the major themes of the manuscript. However, inclusion of a broader term such as “tree nutrition” or “nutrient injection” could further improve the manuscript’s discoverability and indexing.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The background is sufficient, logically structured, and provides an appropriate scientific rationale for the review. However, some sections could be streamlined to reduce repetition and to establish the specific knowledge gap and objectives more directly.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The objectives are clearly stated, specific, and well aligned with the scope and structure of the manuscript. They provide a clear framework for evaluating transport mechanisms, delivery technologies, nutrient-specific efficacy, and potential physiological costs of stem injection.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The literature reviewed is highly relevant to the objectives and comprehensively addresses the major scientific aspects of nutrient delivery by stem injection. The element-specific assessment and consideration of both efficacy and potential physiological costs provide a strong and relevant basis for the review.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The review incorporates a substantial body of recent literature, including several studies published in 2023–2026, while appropriately retaining important historical studies. However, the literature search was conducted using a relatively limited range of databases, which may have resulted in some recent relevant studies being missed.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The literature-search methodology is adequately described, including the information sources, search concepts, date range, eligibility criteria, and citation-searching approach. However, the iterative nature of the search, absence of major bibliographic databases such as Web of Science or Scopus, and limited reporting of the number of records identified and screened reduce reproducibility and comprehensiveness.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The manuscript provides a thorough and critical synthesis of the available literature rather than simply summarizing previous studies. It appropriately compares contrasting findings, identifies methodological limitations and evidence gaps, and distinguishes experimentally demonstrated effects from inference and extrapolation. The critical evaluation of nutrient-specific efficacy, transport limitations, injection-related wounding, and the limitations of existing experimental designs is a particular strength of the manuscript.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The manuscript clearly identifies major knowledge gaps and provides relevant and specific directions for future research. In particular, it highlights the need for long-term repeated-injection studies, appropriate wound-only controls, quantitative assessment of nutrient mass balance and distribution, improved understanding of injection-port requirements, and standardized nutrient-specific experiments. These recommendations follow logically from the limitations identified in the existing literature.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The conclusions are generally consistent with and logically derived from the evidence reviewed. However, some conclusions regarding macronutrient mass-balance constraints, whole-tree nutrient distribution, and the long-term physiological cost of repeated injection rely partly on extrapolation or indirect evidence. These statements should be more clearly qualified to distinguish established findings from hypotheses and evidence gaps.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The manuscript provides a comprehensive and transparent discussion of the limitations of both the review methodology and the underlying evidence base. Important limitations, including restricted literature searching, heterogeneity among studies, absence of wound-only controls, limited replication, uncertainty regarding repeated-injection effects, and extrapolation from non-nutrient injection studies, are appropriately acknowledged and considered when interpreting the findings.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The manuscript predominantly cites relevant peer-reviewed and scientifically credible sources from appropriate fields, including plant physiology, horticulture, forestry, arboriculture, and plant protection. The reference list appropriately combines foundational studies with recent literature. However, the relatively limited database search strategy may have resulted in omission of some relevant peer-reviewed sources, so the reference base could be strengthened through a more comprehensive literature search.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The manuscript is generally written in clear, professional, and scientifically understandable language. However, some sections contain lengthy and information-dense sentences, and minor editing for conciseness, sentence structure, and readability would further improve the presentation.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The title is broadly relevant, but I would suggest a small modification because “physiological cost” sounds like a demonstrated outcome, whereas the manuscript itself acknowledges that the long-term cumulative physiological cost of repeated nutrient injection has not been adequately quantified. My suggestion is “ Nutrient delivery to woody plants by stem injection: a critical appraisal of transport mechanisms, agronomic efficacy and potential physiological costs”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. No major revision required for the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The manuscript is generally scientifically well-reasoned and appropriately acknowledges many limitations; however, some statements and conclusions require better qualification. In particular, several mechanistic conclusions regarding nutrient transport, canopy-wide distribution, and injection-port requirements and wounding are extrapolated from pesticide or non-nutrient injection studies, while the long-term physiological cost of repeated nutrient injection remains largely untested. The proposed macronutrient mass-balance limitation is also presented primarily as a theoretical argument and would benefit from quantitative support. These issues should be addressed by more clearly distinguishing experimentally demonstrated evidence from inference and extrapolation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Major revision recommended. I would not criticize the manuscript simply for having many old references. For a review of a technique whose foundational work dates back decades, older references are appropriate. The issue is completeness and breadth of the search, not the age of the references themselves.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No.
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