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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript provides an optimised regeneration protocol for sugarcane variety Co0238 using spindle leaf roll explants, which holds significant value for the scientific community. 

Establishing a reliable in vitro system is essential for clonal propagation, conservation, and genetic transformation of elite sugarcane cultivars. 

The study not only enhances the efficiency of large-scale plant production but also creates opportunities for future research in molecular breeding, stress tolerance, and crop improvement. Such protocols directly contribute to advancing sustainable sugarcane cultivation and biotechnology applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and suitable as it directly conveys the main objective and method of the study. However, it can be made a bit more precise and impactful by emphasising regeneration efficiency and the specific cultivar. Here are some alternative suggestions:

1. “Efficient In Vitro Callus Induction and Plant Regeneration from Spindle Leaf Roll Segments of Sugarcane (Saccharum officinarum L.) cv. Co0238”

2. “Optimized Protocol for Callus Induction and Regeneration in Sugarcane Variety Co0238 Using Spindle Leaf Roll Explants”


	

	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.


	he abstract is clear but can be slightly improved. It would benefit from:

1. Adding a brief background sentence on the importance of in vitro regeneration in sugarcane improvement.

2. Including key quantitative data such as callus induction (51.8%) and regeneration frequency (41.5%) along with the survival rate.

3. Rephrasing the rooting part to mention rooting frequency instead of just medium composition.

4. Ending with a stronger concluding line highlighting applications in clonal propagation and genetic transformation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The experimental design is clear, the methodology follows standard tissue culture protocols, and the results are well supported with quantitative data. 

The use of spindle leaf roll explants optimised hormonal combinations (2,4-D + kinetin for callus induction and NAA + kinetin for regeneration), and survival frequency after acclimatisation are consistent with previous reports in sugarcane tissue culture. 

The discussion appropriately compares findings with earlier studies, and references are relevant and credible. Overall, the study is methodologically sound, the data are reliable, and the conclusions are justified by the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are relevant and cover classical as well as applied studies in sugarcane tissue culture. However, most of them are somewhat dated (2001–2016), with only one or two recent ones (e.g., Jamil et al., 2022).
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear, well-structured, and written in a formal scientific style with only minor grammatical and formatting adjustments needed.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a well-structured and scientifically sound study on the in vitro regeneration of sugarcane cv. Co0238 using spindle leaf roll explants. 

The objectives are clear, the methodology is detailed, and the results are supported with quantitative data. The discussion effectively compares findings with previous reports, and the conclusions are justified. Figures and tables are informative and add clarity. 

However, the abstract could be strengthened by including key quantitative results, and a few more recent references would improve the literature support. 

Overall, the study contributes valuable information for sugarcane micropropagation and can serve as a useful reference for future work in genetic transformation and crop improvement.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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