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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.


	The manuscript addresses the in vitro micropropagation of Acorus calamus, a medicinally and economically important species. The species faces challenges such as low natural multiplication rates and vulnerability to pathogen spread, which the manuscript clearly describes Ms_BJI_148896. Developing an efficient micropropagation protocol supports conservation, commercial-scale production, and pharmaceutical use. The topic is relevant because Acorus calamus is widely used in traditional medicine and industry, yet suffers from overharvesting and habitat degradation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is accurate and reflects the core work of the study.
	

	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 provides a clear summary of objectives, methods, and main findings, including surface sterilization, shoot initiation using BAP, multiplication with BAP + NAA, and rooting with IBA .
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Areas that need attention:
• Concentrations of growth regulators are written in µL instead of mg/L, which is nonstandard and potentially confusing.
• Some data tables lack replication details or statistical analysis.
• Figures (“Plate 1, Plate 2, Plate 3”) are referenced but not fully visible in the provided file.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Ensure all references follow a consistent style.
• A few citations in the introduction (e.g., pharmacological claims) could benefit from newer supporting literature.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but several sections contain grammatical issues, long sentences, and inconsistent tense. Example: “was used for initiation” and “shows highest direct regeneration” appear in the abstract. Editing would improve clarity and professional tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider adding photos or clearer plates with labels.
• Discussion can be strengthened by adding comparisons with more recent protocols.
• Units must be standardized; µL/200 mL is unconventional for plant tissue culture reporting.
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