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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 manuscript presents a contribution to the field of plant biotechnology and conservation. It addresses critical issues related to the propagation of Caralluma bhupenderiana, an endangered medicinal plant known for its therapeutic properties. By optimizing micropropagation techniques, the findings could lead to more effective conservation strategies and enhanced availability of this medicinal species. As the study bridges the gap between in vitro propagation and practical applications, it holds valuable insights for both researchers and practitioners involved in plant conservation and tissue culture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title correctly reflects the study's content and focus
	

	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 effectively summarizes the research objectives, methodology, key findings, and implications. However, there are minor grammatical issues that have been addressed in the manuscript. Additionally, it is recommended to include a sentence highlighting the potential applications of the research findings in conservation efforts.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents robust experimental data. The methodology is well-articulated, and the results are clearly stated. However, some aspects of the statistical analysis require further clarification, particularly regarding the number of replicates and the significance levels used. Providing more details on these aspects would improve transparency and reproducibility.

Moreover, the discussion section is not sufficiently robust and needs significant revision. Rather than merely comparing the results with previous studies, the authors should provide an in-depth explanation of why these findings occur. The discussion should focus on interpreting the results and their biological or practical implications rather than just listing references from prior research.

Additionally, the quality of the images is very low, and all images must include scale bars for accuracy and clarity. Furthermore, data analysis is missing from the Materials and Methods section, and there is no mention of the statistical analysis applied to Tables 1 and 2 and Figure 1. The authors should explicitly describe the analytical methods used to process and interpret the data presented in these sections.
	

	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 appropriate and recent, with a sufficient number of studies included. However, I identified an incorrect reference in the introduction, which has been addressed in the manuscript. For further improvement, I recommend incorporating recent publications from the last two years on Caralluma species' micropropagation if they are available, as these may add valuable depth to the literature review.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication. A few minor grammatical and syntax errors were noted, which should be corrected. Overall, the writing is clear and coherent.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript addresses an important topic within the field and presents findings that are highly relevant to the conservation and propagation of an endangered species. It provides a solid foundation for future research and practical applications in plant tissue culture. However, the data analysis needs to be included in the Materials and Methods section, the results should be reviewed for accuracy, and the discussion section, which is a critical component, needs to be rewritten for better depth and clarity.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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