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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 paper is significant for the scientific community because it develops a standardised and efficient in vitro procedure for callus induction, somatic embryogenesis, plant regeneration, and hairy root culture in Justicia adhatoda, a valuable medicinal plant high in vasicine and vasicinone. 

The discovery establishes a replicable biotechnological approach for large-scale growth and conservation of this pharmaceutically valuable species, easing strain on wild populations endangered by overharvesting. Furthermore, the effective induction of hairy roots and viable cell suspension cultures provides a prospective platform for increased secondary metabolite synthesis, which is extremely important for pharmacological research and industrial applications.

 The combination of histological, SEM, and FDA-based viability assessments improves comprehension of developmental and transformation processes, making this paper a valuable resource for future research in medical plant biotechnology and metabolite engineering.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5.  Excellent
The title is straightforward, explicit, and well-suited to the study since it appropriately describes the primary experimental components: callus induction, somatic embryogenesis, and hairy root formation in Justicia adhatoda leaf and petiole explants. 

It efficiently communicates the breadth, target species, and tissue culture emphasis, allowing readers to quickly grasp the study goal.

	

	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
	 4 = Good
The abstract covers the major objectives, methods, and outcomes, but it could be improved by including more quantitative highlights of key results.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The keywords are relevant, specific, and effectively represent the core themes of the manuscript.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The introduction provides adequate scientific context and significance, though some sections could be more concise and better structured for flow.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The objectives are clear and understandable, though explicit hypotheses are not distinctly formulated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The cited literature is relevant and supports the study well, though the inclusion of more recent references from the last 2–3 years would strengthen it
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The methodology is detailed, scientifically sound, and appropriate for achieving the stated objectives.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Ethical considerations are adequately addressed, and the disclaimer clearly states no human or animal subjects were involved.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Results are informative and well explained, though the presentation would benefit from clearer formatting and reduced repetition.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Tables are relevant and data-rich, but formatting and labeling clarity could be improved for easier interpretation.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The discussion appropriately compares findings with previous studies, though deeper critical analysis would enhance scholarly value.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The conclusions are consistent with and well supported by the experimental findings.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript lacks a clear discussion of limitations, which should be included to improve scientific transparency.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The references are adequate in number, relevant to the topic, and support the manuscript effectively.
	

	15. 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
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is understandable overall, but grammatical errors, typographical issues, and long complex sentences need language editing for clarity.
	



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.
	Yes.
The title is suitable because it clearly reflects the main focus of the study, including callus induction, somatic embryogenesis, hairy root development, and the explant source in Justicia adhatoda.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The manuscript is scientifically correct in its experimental design, methodology, and interpretation of results. 
The protocols for callus induction, somatic embryogenesis, hairy root transformation, and cell viability assessment are appropriate and consistent with established plant tissue culture practices.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No.
There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. The study involves plant tissue culture experiments only, with no human participants or animal subjects, and the authors have appropriately included ethical approval and disclaimer statements clarifying this.
	



PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The study offers key findings from in vitro culture and hairy root induction in Justicia adhatoda, an essential medicinal plant with pharmaceutical applications. The work is scientifically robust, and it provides valuable standardised techniques for conservation and secondary metabolite synthesis. However, the paper requires considerable amendment before approval, notably in terms of language editing, better presentation of data, the inclusion of recent references, and a statement of the study's limitations.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Reviewer's Comments:
This is a timely and significant research in medicinal plant biotechnology. The experiments are well-designed, and the results show promise for large-scale propagation and metabolite augmentation. I advocate acceptance after modest to moderate edits to improve language, formatting consistency, and reinforce the discussion with newer material.
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