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	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 article tells about the Micropropagation Protocol of Ficus racemosa. This Micropropagation protocol is important for the large scale production of Ficus racemosa, which is an important woody Forest plant.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	NO, 

In my opinion the title should be ‘Micropropagation of Ficus racemosa- an important Forest Tree.’
	

	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 OK
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

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

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

	Optional/General comments


	Following Comments regarding Manuscript:
1. Out of the two basal media (MS & WPM) used by Author, which is better for Micropropagation of Ficus racemosa?

2. For Micropropagation of Ficus racemosa, which medium will be recommended for Protocol MS or WPM?

3.  Generally WPM is used for those woody species which is difficult to propagate on MS medium. If F. racemosa grow easily on MS medium, the why author used WPM?
4. Results of the manuscript explained that explants from 7-week old seedlings produced more shoots than 4-weeked old explants. Why? What is the science behind this?
5. According to the results higher the concentration of BAP, more the no. of shoots and leaves were produced. But the author only used concentrations up to 2 mg/l. The author can be used higher concentrations of BAP to get even better results i.e. 3 or even 4mg/l.
6. Why author used only 0.1 mg/l NAA? Higher concentrations can be used to get even better results.

7. According to the author, the highest shoots were produced in MS basic medium without the addition of BAP. The why BAP used? 
8. In the Commercial point of view, why the author did not take into account the cost of the Micropropagation protocol?
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