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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.
	The manuscript has scientific merit but requires major revision before it can be considered further. The detailed comments are provided below.
Major Comments: 
1.	The authors appear to have only reproduced an existing tissue culture protocol without demonstrating any optimization. Did you evaluate only this single hormone combination? If multiple hormone combinations were evaluated and this combination produced the best results, please include the results of the other combinations (even if less effective) to justify the optimization and support your conclusions.
2.	Have the experiment performed in triplicate. If yes, clearly specify the number of explants used per replicate and report the percentage of explants forming callus, the percentage of calli differentiating into shoots, and the percentage of shoots developing into complete plantlets.
Minor comments:
1.	The introduction should be revised to emphasize the medicinal and economic importance of Hyoscyamus niger, justify the need for its micropropagation, and clearly explain the advantages of tissue culture over conventional propagation. 
2.	Under the Surface Sterilization heading, specify the number of seeds used per sterilization batch. Replace "water" with sterile water and "filter paper" with sterile filter paper throughout. 
3.	If the sterilization protocol was optimized in this study, provide the optimized composition and conditions. If the protocol was adopted from previous studies, cite the appropriate references.
4.	Specify the composition of the callus induction, shoot induction, and rooting media, (MS basal salts (g/L), sucrose concentration, vitamin composition, and medium pH).
5.	The culture room humidity should be specified along with the temperature.
6.	Correct sentence “they were moved to a photoperiod of 16 hours of light at an intensity of 2000 lux and 8 hours of darkness.”
7.	Avoid repeating the media composition in the Results section since it is already detailed in the Materials and Methods section.
8.	What is the survival percentage of plantlets after transfer to hardening and subsequently to the field?
9.	Heading “ Automatic formation of green shoots from subcotyledonous stems callus of black henbane seedlings”should be “Shoot regeneration from Callus”
10.	Correct sentence in heading “Rooting naturally formed green shoots”
11.	What does "MSO" stand for? Please write its full form
12.	Specify the growth chamber conditions, soil composition, and nutrient regime used to support plant growth.
13.	The Discussion is weak and requires significant improvement. 
14.	Please correct the grammar and improve the sentence structure throughout the manuscript. 


	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Need improvement
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	Need improvement
	

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

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

	N/A
	


Reviewer details:
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