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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 (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 rising health concerns demand plant based drugs rather than modern medicines due to their incompatibility, side effects, affordability to layman and many more. The elevating population and need of survival in this drastic changing environment has cornered scientific communities finding cure and also demand a suitable conservation strategy to keep this planet worth living. Plant tissue culture serves as the method of conserving  RET species while suspension culture, hairy root culture serve as base for increasing bioactive metabolites of plants under stress (in vitro condition). Thus, this manuscript serves the major dual purpose of the urgent demand of scientific community to aid human.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript is more suitable, crisp and straight to the point
	

	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 comprehensive enough and doesn’t require any alterations. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The manuscript is the application of tissue culture and its changes that is seen under stress conditions of a plant. We can say plant tissue culture is a kind of stress biology for a wild plant to adapt under laboratory conditions. These conditions induce their metabolic activity either positively or negatively giving us a new product or enhanced metabolic activity of the plant. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient enough for introduction, but some more can be added in the discussion part of the manuscript to make it proficient. Eg., Wu et al., 2012 induced hairy roots without PGR; Gupta et al., 2011; Deepa et al., 2018; Abraham & Thomas,  2017.  
	

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


	The article is suitable enough for scholarly communication and it can be once checked for grammar as in few places grammatical errors are spotted. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	General Comments 

     This is an interesting study following standard characterization and methodology of enhancing metabolite production by hairy root and suspension culture along with confirmation of the compound by HPLC technique.  The manuscript is structurally well off and well written emphasizing the research problem, research gap, standard method and future expectations from the conducted experiment.  I have provided few remarks, suggestions, citations needed to enhance the quality of the manuscript. Key points include 

(i) Italicize  Scientific names
(ii) inclusion of citations in discussion
Specific Comments

     Introduction – Except few places genus name and scientific name of the plants should be italicized. 
     Result – Suspension Culture – instead of author name citation [35] is used as reference that doesn’t correspond to the existing reference style.
   Data Analysis – I would like to know on “what basis the concentration of hormones was chosen and how they are compared? Are these concentrations are optimized ones after testing or the tested concentrations itself”? 
     Discussion – this part emphasize the need for optimizing concentration and type of PGR and its mode of application (combination or alone). The results compared are only about efficiency of TDZ with PGR at a concentration 2.27 μM but there are results with lower concentration and in combination of BAP and Kin also. So these must be included to show a non-bias comparison of our obtained result. 
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)
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