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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 holds significant importance for the scientific community because it introduces a novel, naturally derived additive unfermented coconut inflorescence sap (CIS) as a culture medium supplement for enhancing somatic embryogenesis in Cocos nucifera, a species notoriously difficult to regenerate in vitro. The study provides valuable insights into optimizing hormonal and organic interactions for embryogenic callus induction, addressing one of the major challenges in palm tissue culture. By demonstrating the potential of CIS to reduce phenolic browning and improve embryogenic responses, the work offers a sustainable and cost-effective approach that could be adapted for other recalcitrant species. Moreover, it contributes to advancing biotechnological methods for large-scale clonal propagation and conservation of elite coconut genotypes, thereby supporting both scientific progress and agricultural sustainability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Novel media supplement for in vitro culture of coconut (Cocos nucifera)”, is clear and informative but could be refined for stronger scientific impact and specificity. It does not fully reflect the experimental focus on coconut inflorescence sap (CIS) or the objective of improving somatic embryogenesis.
	

	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 informative but can be improved for clarity and conciseness. It currently contains excessive background and overly technical details about hormone concentrations, which make it lengthy and less focused. The main purpose of the abstract should be to briefly introduce the problem, highlight the innovation (use of unfermented coconut inflorescence sap, CIS), summarize the methodology in one line, present key findings with essential quantitative results, and end with the main implication. Simplifying the background to two sentences, summarizing experimental design without listing chemical concentrations, and emphasizing the impact of CIS on somatic embryogenesis would make the abstract more comprehensive and professional. In short, the abstract should be more focused on the study’s significance and key outcomes rather than procedural specifics.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Statistics & replication: Replicate numbers, experimental unit definition (explants vs. jars), randomization, and the exact statistical tests are unclear. Provide n, mean ± SE (or SD), and letter groupings from ANOVA + appropriate post-hoc tests for all tables/figures.

2. Controls for CIS: CIS adds sugars, minerals, vitamins, and putative hormones. You need matched controls (e.g., add sucrose or an osmotic control to match °Brix; heat-inactivated or charcoal-treated CIS) to separate osmotic/nutritional effects from true bioactive effects.

3. Unit consistency & concentration logic: The abstract and methods mix mL L⁻¹ and mg L⁻¹ for CIS; choose one basis and correct throughout. Justify unusually high auxin levels in some media and align with the optimized set used later.

4. CIS quality & sterility: Describe CIS sourcing, sterilization/filtration, microbial testing, storage, batch-to-batch variability, and any normalization (e.g., °Brix 12.92) used across experiments.

5. Outcome claims vs. evidence: You report somatic embryo maturation and occasional shoots but no rooting/plantlet recovery. Claims about “improved regeneration efficiency” should be tempered unless you present conversion to plantlets and acclimatization rates.

6. Polyamine results: The interpretation that spermine/putrescine “interfere” requires caution; provide stats and discuss genotype-specific responses rather than implying a general negative effect.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. Add recent references (2020–2024) addressing somatic embryogenesis or organic additives in coconut and related palms, for example:

Fernando, S.C. & Verdeil, J.L. (2020). Advances in coconut micropropagation: Challenges and perspectives. Plant Cell Tiss. Organ Cult.

Vidhanaarachchi, V.R.M. et al. (2021). Molecular and histological characterization of somatic embryos in Cocos nucifera. Plant Cell Rep.

Adkins, S.W. (2022). Somatic embryogenesis in palms: bridging biotechnology and commercial propagation. Frontiers in Plant Science.

Rashmi et al. (2023). Natural biostimulants as sustainable supplements for in vitro morphogenesis. Plant Biotechnology Reports.

2. Replace or supplement outdated references (e.g., Devdas et al., 1969; Cavieres et al., 2006) with more directly relevant plant biotechnology studies on natural sap composition or plant-based elicitors.

3. Ensure complete citation metadata (missing DOIs, incomplete page numbers, and thesis entries) and unify citation formatting per journal style.
	

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


	1. Frequent issues with subject–verb agreement, article usage (“the” vs. “a”), and plural forms.

Example: “Explants at stages i3 and i4 exhibited superior morphogenic response” – correct, but other sentences like “showed more highest percentage” or “were in par with” are grammatically incorrect.

2. Phrases such as “This indicates that…”, “This suggests that…” appear excessively and make the text repetitive.

3. The manuscript alternates between past and present tense, especially when describing results or citing previous studies.

4. Listing multiple numerical values (e.g., exact μM concentrations) repeatedly in narrative form reduces readability. These should be summarized in tables or mentioned once.

5. Inconsistent spacing, symbol formatting (μM, mg L⁻¹, etc.), and some incorrect capitalization (e.g., “invitro” instead of “in vitro”).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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