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	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important area of sugarcane biotechnology, presenting a detailed protocol for somatic embryogenesis, plant regeneration, and acclimatization of two commercial varieties from Northwest Argentina. The work is relevant for both applied micropropagation and future genetic improvement strategies. However, there are several areas where the manuscript requires clarification, methodological strengthening, and more rigorous data presentation to meet the standards of publication in a peer-reviewed journal.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of the article is already sufficient.
	

	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 clear and informative, but it is overly detailed and includes too many specific concentrations and exact percentages (e.g., 45.88%, 91.93%), which are unnecessary at this level. Rounding to whole numbers or one decimal place would improve readability. More importantly, the abstract should place greater emphasis on the significance of the work and the strong genotype effect observed between SP 70-1143 and CP 70-1133, rather than focusing primarily on media composition. I recommend condensing the methods and numerical details, while expanding the contextual importance of somatic embryogenesis for sugarcane propagation and genetic improvement. A concise paragraph version that highlights callus induction, shoot regeneration, rooting, acclimatization, and the successful field establishment—together with the genotype-dependent responses—would make the abstract more impactful for a broader readership.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears scientifically sound, as the methodology follows established plant tissue culture practices and the results presented are consistent with known genotype-dependent responses in sugarcane. The progression from callus induction through proliferation, regeneration, rooting, and acclimatization is logically described and biologically plausible. However, some issues need to be addressed to strengthen scientific rigor. First, the lack of statistical analysis and absence of variance measures (SD/SE) limit the ability to evaluate whether observed differences between varieties are significant. Second, the role of cefotaxime as both an antimicrobial agent and a potential growth regulator should be more carefully considered, ideally with a control treatment. Third, while survival and morphology of field-transferred plants are noted, no follow-up evaluation of performance or genetic stability is provided, which would be important for confirming the robustness of the protocol. With these improvements, the manuscript would meet the standards of scientific correctness expected for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites a wide range of relevant literature on sugarcane somatic embryogenesis, tissue culture techniques, and acclimatization, which demonstrates a solid grounding in the field. However, there are a few issues that need correction to meet journal referencing standards.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but the English requires careful editing to reach the standard expected for scholarly communication. Many sentences are long, repetitive, or contain awkward phrasing that reduces clarity. There are also several typographical and grammatical errors (e.g., “norther west” instead of “northwest,” “embriogenic” instead of “embryogenic,” “acclimatation” instead of “acclimatization”). Terminology is not always consistent (e.g., “vitroplantlets” versus “plantlets”), and some sections of the Introduction and Results repeat methodological details unnecessarily. While the scientific content is clear, the flow and readability would greatly benefit from professional English editing or thorough revision by a fluent academic writer. Improving conciseness, correcting spelling/grammar, and standardizing terminology will make the manuscript more accessible and suitable for publication in an international journal.
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