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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	  The manuscript addresses an important topic related to in vitro propagation of Solanum tuberosum cv. Cardinal under Nepalese laboratory conditions; however, several scientific, methodological, and editorial issues limit its clarity and rigor.

  Claims regarding the production of pathogen-free or virus-free plantlets are not scientifically substantiated because no diagnostic methods such as ELISA or PCR were used, and visual observation alone is insufficient.

  The experimental design appears underpowered, with only 80 explants used across all treatments, which may not adequately represent biological variability.

  The distinction between Phase 1 and Phase 2 media preparation is unclear, and their functional roles are not adequately explained or reflected in the results.

  There is an inconsistency between the Abstract and the Results regarding maximum leaf production, with different hormone combinations reported as optimal.

  The concept of an “overall optimal” hormonal combination is ambiguous, as different treatments performed best for different parameters such as leaves, nodes, and roots.

  Root induction was evaluated using media containing BAP, despite established literature indicating that potato rooting is often superior on hormone-free or auxin-only media.

  The absence of a hormone-free rooting control limits interpretation of rooting efficiency.

  The meristem size used for culture (0.3–0.5 mm) is reported without citation or justification, despite its importance for virus elimination.

  The reported sprouting temperature of 35–37°C is unusually high for potato tubers and lacks supporting references.

  Although ANOVA results indicate significance, DMRT groupings in several tables show overlapping letters with large numerical differences, raising concerns about post-hoc analysis accuracy.

  In the root data table, most treatments share the same significance letter despite significant F-values, which is statistically inconsistent.

  The rationale for selecting Duncan’s Multiple Range Test over other multiple comparison methods is not provided.

  Measures of variability such as SEM and CV are reported but not interpreted in a biological context.

  Leaf, node, and root data are discussed independently without an integrated assessment of overall plantlet quality or vigor.

  The discussion frequently generalizes findings beyond the scope of the data, particularly when comparing results with other cultivars or species.

  Claims regarding economic viability and large-scale applicability are made without supporting cost or scalability data.

  Several figures duplicate information already presented in tables and do not provide additional analytical value.

  Figure captions lack sufficient methodological detail, including replication and statistical indicators.

  Tables contain formatting inconsistencies, spacing errors, and alignment problems that reduce clarity.

  The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and inconsistent tense usage.

  Scientific names are inconsistently capitalized and formatted throughout the manuscript.

  Terminology for plant growth regulators, particularly 1-naphthaleneacetic acid, is inconsistent.

  Units and symbols are inconsistently formatted, including missing spaces between values and units.

  Typographical errors are present, including incorrect numerical expressions.

  The term “media” is used inconsistently as both singular and plural.

  Several references are cited without publication years, reducing academic credibility.

  Reference formatting is inconsistent and does not conform to standard journal styles.

  Some references are cited without clear linkage to the statements they are intended to suppor
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