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	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.


	This manuscript is valuable to the scientific community because it addresses a practical challenge in plant propagation—improving rooting success in Magnolia liliiflora through etiolation and IBA treatment. The findings offer strong evidence that combining etiolation with higher concentrations of IBA significantly enhances rhizogenesis and survival rates. The study results can help researchers and horticultural professionals improve large-scale propagation efficiency and support genetic uniformity in woody ornamentals. These outcomes may also contribute to broader propagation research involving difficult-to-root species.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the content and purpose of the study.
Optional alternative suggestion:
“Influence of Etiolation and IBA Concentrations on Root Development in Magnolia liliiflora Cuttings.”


	

	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 does a good job covering the main goal, how the research was done, and what came out of it. Still, it could use a sharper statement about the research aim or hypothesis. There are a few small grammar and typo issues to fix. Also, tightening up how the results’ importance is explained would help.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it’s scientifically sound. The experimental setup (CRD with replications) makes sense, and the data analysis checks out with solid statistical support. The results are clear and fit well with what’s already known in the field. You could make it even better by adding some graphs or breaking down the methods a bit more, but the foundation is strong.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are relevant and adequately support the study. They include both classical and recent literature. To further strengthen the paper, a few more contemporary citations (from the past 5–7 years) may be added regarding IBA-induced rooting physiology in woody ornamentals.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable and logically presented. However, minor editing is recommended to improve clarity, grammar, sentence flow, and formatting consistency. This will enhance readability and academic tone.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Try adding some photos or diagrams to show how the experiment played out, or to highlight any changes you noticed in plant form. A summary table comparing treatments at the end would make the conclusions stand out more. The discussion could use a deeper dive into the physiological reasons behind the effects of etiolation.
	


	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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