
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Biology and Nature

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOBAN_14169

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Microgreens: Tiny Crops with Mighty Health Benefits and Efficient Cultivation Practices

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 offers a thoughtful and timely synthesis of microgreens as promising crop of the intersection of nutrition, sustainable agriculture, and urban food systems. The authors successfully connect plant science, cultivation technology, and postharvest handling with broader questions of human health and agribusiness development, making the review meaningful for wide range of readers. This discussion on genotype and environmental interactions, particularly under controlled lighting systems, provides gentle yet practical guidance for future research and production innovation. Overall, this work makes a valuable and welcome contribution to strengthening the scientific foundation of microgreens as both functional foods and economically viable crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is.

The title is enganging friendly to readers, and nicely captures both the health and cultivation demensions of the manuscript. It invites curiosity while remaining scientifically appropriate.
But, you can slight refinement to emphasize its reviw nature and controlled-environment contex, namely:

Miicrogreens as Functional Crops: Nutritional Promise, Cultivation Innovation, and Postharvest Considerations in Controlled Environments
	

	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.


	Yes It is.

The abstract is informative and clearly written, and it successfully introduces the topic and major themes of the manuscript. However, an effective abstract would benefit from a clearer structure that explicitly states the study objective, the methodological approach used, and-where applicable-the population and sample before presenting the key findings. This structure would help readers  more quickly understand the scientific contribution and rigor of the work. Aligning the reported results more directly with the stated objectives would further strengthen clarity and coherence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is.
Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and well-grounded in the current literature. The arguments are logically develop, the interpretations are cautious and balanced, and the conslusions are appropriately aligned with the evidence presented.
The authors demonstrate a strong command of both plant science and postharvest/nutritional literature, and no major conceptual or methodological inconcistencies are apparent.\minor clarifications in terminology or stronger linkage between some sections could further enhance clarity, but these do not detract from the scientific validity of the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, there are.
The reference list is strong, relevant, and well aligned with the scope of the manuscript. Approximately 80% of the cite references were published within the last 10 years. The cited works effectively support the arguments and interpretation throughout the manuscript .

As a gentle enhancement, the authors may onsider including a few additional recent studies on sustainability assessments, human clinical nutrition relevance, or large-scale  urban production system, should such literature further strengthen the applied dimension of the review.
	

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


	Yes it is.
The manuscript is written in clear, professional, and academically appropriate. There was only minor stylish refinements or copyediting woulde be needed to further readability, but these are not essensial and don not detract from the overall  clarity and credibility of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	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 detail)

No there are not.

No ethical concern were identified in this manuscript. The sources are appropriately cited, and the discussion is presented in a balanced and responsible manner, reflecting good scholarly practice.
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