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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.


	Manuscript is scientifically sound as it highlights the need for conservation of Tinospora cordifolia due to its immense therapeutic importance. This current study discusses the role of various cytokinins (BAP, TDZ and Kin) on shoot developments and its related parameters. This article could benefit the readers to implicate its results on a broader scale for obtaining desired secondary metabolites.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 is somewhat descriptive; however I would suggest to incorporate some information (in 1-2 lines) about the plant (common name, family, habitat) prior to mentioning the micropropagation protocol. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate, however, the introduction sections needs to be elaborated in terms of advantages of plant tissue culture over conventional breeding methods. Also, the authors should mention the number of replica taken for each treatment in materials and methods section.
	

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

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


	It can be improved wherever possible.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Authors have repeatedly given the reasoning (in results and discussion) section for cytokinin being a cell division promoter and shoot formation for each parameter tested. This would create redundancy for the readers and does not deliver a clear message. So I would suggest to give a more prominent reasoning wherever possible.
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	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)
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