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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	This document contains detailed peer-review comments intended to help the authors improve their manuscript prior to publication. Each section includes constructive observations and suggestions for revision.

1. Title & Abstract

· The abstract contains grammar and clarity issues. Rephrase sentences such as 'C. bhupenderiana was considered an endemic' to 'C. bhupenderiana is considered endemic'.

· Avoid redundancy in the use of terms like 'shoot'.

· Make the abstract more concise and fluent by reducing unnecessary detail.

2. Introduction

· Some sentences are awkward or poorly constructed; a revision for flow and clarity is needed.

· Improve the logical connection between the conservation concern of this study.

· Clarify what this study adds to the existing literature on Caralluma species micropropagation.

3. Materials and Methods

· Statistical methods are inadequately described. Specify the software used, the statistical tests performed (e.g., ANOVA), and the confidence level.

· Clarify the total duration of the experiments from initiation to acclimatization.

· Explain the meaning of symbols in tables such as 'CP', '+', and 'NR'.

· Add a dedicated subsection for statistical analysis.

4. Results and Discussion

· Avoid repetition of findings already stated in the Results section.

· Improve integration of literature references into the discussion, focusing on interpretation and comparison.

· Explain contradictory results observed in comparison to earlier studies.

· Consider using visual aids (e.g., summary tables or diagrams) to synthesize complex data.

5. Figures and Tables

· Some figures appear missing or unclear. Ensure all figures are of high quality and properly referenced.

· Legends lack detailed descriptions. Make them self-explanatory.

· Long and complex tables should be simplified or moved to supplementary material.

· Clearly define all abbreviations and symbols used within tables and figures.

6. Conclusion

· The conclusion section repeats previous content. It should focus on the significance and practical implications of the study.

· Provide more specific future directions and applications for large-scale or field-based propagation.

7. Language and Grammar

· Extensive grammatical and syntactic issues are present throughout the manuscript.

· A full professional language editing is recommended before publication.

· Prefer active voice and use scientific terminology accurately.

8. Ethical and Technical Statements

· No issues noted. Ethical disclaimers and consent information are appropriately addressed.
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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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