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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 (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.


	This study provides an optimized and detailed protocol for the in-vitro propagation of a rare and threatened orchid, Cymbidium eburneum. This is significant for several reasons: (1) It aids in the conservation of threatened orchid species through ex-situ propagation. (2) It offers a sustainable source of plantlets for this commercially and medicinally valuable plant, reducing pressure on wild populations. (3) It contributes to the scientific knowledge of the specific PGR responses of this species, which is valuable for researchers in plant tissue culture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the manuscript's content. No change is needed.
	

	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 generally comprehensive, providing a good overview of the aim, methodology, key results, and conclusion. Minor Improvement Suggested: Add one sentence at the end to highlight the applied impact, e.g., "This optimized protocol provides a viable solution for the commercial mass production and conservation of this threatened orchid species."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound regarding experimental methodology, treatment design, data analysis (using ANOVA), and presentation of results. The findings are well-supported by a scientific discussion linked to previous literature. Note: The results state the best combination was MS + 0.2 mg/L GA3 + 0.3 mg/L KIN, but in Table 1, treatment T12 is written as "GA3" while in the main text it is sometimes "GA~3~". For scientific precision, the notation should be unified to GA₃ throughout the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and cover both foundational and recent studies in orchid propagation. Suggestion for two additional (optional) references to strengthen the background:

1. A recent review on general orchid micropropagation challenges.

2. A specific study on the use of PGRs in Cymbidium tissue culture.

	

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


	The English quality is generally acceptable for scholarly communication. However, there are minor grammatical errors and occasionally awkward phrasing. It is recommended to perform careful proofreading by a native speaker or a professional editing service to enhance fluency and accuracy. Examples:

- "threaten" in the abstract should be "threatened".

- "Introductions" should be "Introduction".

- Some sentences are long and complex and could be broken down for clarity.

	

	Optional/General comments


	Excellent work overall. The study is complete and well-designed. Minor points:

1. Consistency: In some places, "mgl^-1^" is used and in others "mg/L". It is preferable to standardize this to "mg L⁻¹" or "mg/L".

2. Discussion: The discussion is strong but could be enhanced by more direct comparisons with previous results from other Cymbidium species.

3. Statistics: It is good to show CD and SE values. It would be preferable to add p-values or explicitly state in the text which differences were statistically significant compared to the control treatment.

The manuscript is scientifically robust but requires minor improvements in language, consistency, and statistical clarity as detailed in the comments above
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No apparent ethical issues. The seed pods were sourced from a "State Orchidarium," suggesting a legal and ethical source of plant material.
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