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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.


	Figs can be used as an appetizer and laxative in addition to their many therapeutic uses. It is an important fruit in the Mediterranean zone and other countries around the world. Cuttings counted as the main propagating method of fig. Using different media or any method that could be used to improve its propagation consider an aim of many researchers. 
Although the authors in the current manuscript aimed to that too but they used a high concentration of growth regulators that didn’t needed for the fig cuttings and them result shoed that. Meaning high cost without need.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes it is suitable 
	

	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.


	I sugget deletation
Last sentence not accurate for the methods and results of the manuscript.

I didn’t find any economic study or costs of anything in the current manuscript. If we count the cost of the use of expensive media or growth regulators and compare the results of treatments to the control that didn’t show any significant difference, we can conclude to not use any growth regulators to propagate fig using cuttings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The parts, titles and subtitles are correct

But

The author used formulas used in the current manuscript but he didn’t explain its parts and its aims to the measurements. 

In part 2.4 they didn’t explain why they used 106 in the formula.

In parts 2.7.4 and 2.7.5 they didn’t explain how they used R and H in them measurements.

There are some review authors not founded in the reference (Maninderdeep et al., (2021), Singh et al., (2003),…) 
 and some reference authors not corrected, repeated or not found in the manuscript  (Anonymous (2018), Anonymous. (2018-2019)., Deepak Mewar
, D. M., and Naithani, D. C. (2016)., Khapare, L. S., Dahale, M. H., and Bhusari, R. B. (2012)., Magesa, J. M., Msogoya, T. J., and Rweyemamu, C. L. (2018). )  
In part 2.2 author didn’t write the information of the statistical design and the version of used software(s) in details
	

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

But there are some mistakes

There are some review authors not founded in the reference (Maninderdeep et al., (2021), Singh et al., (2003),…) 
 and some reference authors not corrected, repeated or not found in the manuscript  (Anonymous (2018), Anonymous. (2018-2019)., Deepak Mewar
, D. M., and Naithani, D. C. (2016)., Khapare, L. S., Dahale, M. H., and Bhusari, R. B. (2012)., Magesa, J. M., Msogoya, T. J., and Rweyemamu, C. L. (2018). )  
In part 2.2 author didn’t write the information of the statistical design and the version of used software(s) in details

	

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


	Correction in the Word document file (comments)
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript need major correction to be a good scientific paper
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	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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