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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 article is a comprehensive review of three medicinally and economically important species from the genus Coleus (C. forskohlii, C. vettiveroides, and C. amboinicus). It addresses their taxonomic history, ethnobotanical uses, micropropagation protocols, and phytochemical profiles. The primary objective is to synthesize existing knowledge on in vitro biotechnology to promote sustainable cultivation, reduce overexploitation, and enhance secondary metabolite production.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	There is a heavy informational imbalance in favor of C. forskohlii. It dominates the in vitro culture, callus induction, and secondary metabolite subsections.

The section on C. vettiveroides lacks substance. The text repeatedly excuses this with phrases like "published information... is limited" or "comprehensive optimization remains an area for future research". Rather than simply stating data is missing, a critical review should synthesize the few existing chemotypic traits (such as spectroscopy data or hepatoprotective extracts mentioned later) into the protocol section to add value.

The text transitions clumsily between the genera Coleus and Plectranthus. While Section 1.1 states that these species continue to have medicinal value regardless of nomenclature changes, the text intermittently uses Coleus amboinicus and Plectranthus amboinicus across different paragraphs without an established, uniform convention. The author should adopt one unified naming system for the text and list the other strictly as a synonym.

Several concepts are repeated nearly verbatim in multiple sections, creating unnecessary narrative fluff. For example: The tissue-specific accumulation of forskolin in specialized root cork cells is detailed under "Biosynthesis" and then mechanically repeated under "Difficulties in Phytochemicals Production".The mechanism of forskolin activating adenylate cyclase and cAMP pathways is detailed in Section 1.2 and re-explained in Section 6.1.

In Section 5.2.1, the text spends space discussing how forskolin was "occasionally described as an 'alkaloid' in older literature". Because forskolin is fundamentally a labdane diterpene, keeping a scientifically inaccurate historical typo under an official "Alkaloid" heading weakens the chemical rigor of a modern 2025/2026 review.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES
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