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Author’s comment(if agreed
with reviewer, correct the
manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should
write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

Section 2.2, line 73 — please state the size of the explants used and
not just stating appropriate size was used.

Line 79-84 : state the concentrations tested

Line 84-87 : should state the methodology and not the results in this
section

Section 2 — should have a clear and descriptive subsection on (1)
Induction of multiple shoots (2) Induction of root prior to section 2.3
Line 90- state the length of roots or plantlets that were selected for this
studies

Section 2.3 — state the number of plantlets used in this study

Line 96 — state the age of the in vivo and in vitro materials

Line 106 — state the concentration

Line 111 — explain what is A1, A0

Unclear presentation of Table 1& Table 2. What is S. No? are they
replicates? If they are, only average data are required.

Title of Table 2 should be above the table and not below

Poor presentation of figure 2 — a scientific presentation is required
Section 3.3 — data with standard deviation is required

The results (section 3.2& 3.3) should be better analysed and
elaborated by stating on the observation based on different
concentrations of PGRs

Discussion of each section was weak and lack in depth.

Minor REVISION comments

Introduction section should be further improved by including the
following points:

(1) Why focus on multiple shoots formation and not other means of tissue
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culture such as indirect regeneration or somatic embryogenesis
(2) Justify specifically why antioxidant studies were conducted show the
similarity between in vitro and in vivo materials? Why not molecular
studies which are more reliable and convincing?
e The brand of each chemicals used should be stated as in all scientific
publications.
Optional/Generalcomments e Please re-check the manuscript, some words are combined (e.g. Line
7& Line 96).
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