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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 review provides a comprehensive and timely synthesis of breeding strategies in horticultural crops, integrating conventional approaches with modern genomic and genome-editing technologies. The manuscript successfully bridges classical plant breeding theory with emerging precision tools such as genomic selection, pan-genomics, and CRISPR-based editing systems. Given the increasing pressures of climate change, emerging pathogens, and shifting consumer demands, this review is highly relevant to researchers, breeders, and policymakers working in horticultural biotechnology. The integrative perspective offered by the authors contributes valuable conceptual clarity and practical insight into the future direction of predictive and precision breeding paradigms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, informative, and accurately reflects the scope of the review.

Optional refinement (for conciseness):
“Advances in Horticultural Crop Breeding: From Conventional Selection to Genomic and Genome-Editing Technologies”


	

	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 is comprehensive, well-structured, and effectively summarizes the progression from conventional breeding to genome editing. It clearly highlights key tools such as MAS, GWAS, GS, and CRISPR technologies. Minor suggestions:

· Consider slightly shortening some descriptive segments to improve readability.

· Add one concise concluding sentence emphasizing the practical implications for future horticultural breeding programs.

· Ensure consistency in formatting of terms (e.g., hyphenation in “genome-editing,” “omics-assisted,” etc.).

Overall, the abstract is strong and suitable for a high-level review article.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates strong command of both classical quantitative genetics and modern molecular breeding methodologies. The discussion of MAS, QTL mapping, GWAS, genomic selection, pan-genomics, base editing, and prime editing is accurate and supported by appropriate literature.

The inclusion of case studies (tomato, potato, banana, citrus, grapevine, strawberry) strengthens the applied relevance of the review. The integration of quantitative genetics (ΔG equation) into the discussion of integrated breeding strategies is particularly commendable.

Minor points for improvement:

· A few references (e.g., forward-dated 2026 citation) should be verified for publication status.

· Some sections are dense and could benefit from slight condensation for clarity.

· Ensure consistency in gene nomenclature formatting throughout.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list is extensive, current, and includes high-impact publications (Nature, Science, Nature Biotechnology, Trends in Plant Science, etc.). The inclusion of recent CRISPR, base editing, and prime editing literature strengthens the manuscript’s relevance.

Minor suggestions:

· Verify all DOIs and publication years for accuracy.

· Remove any redundant or non-peer-reviewed citations if applicable.

· Ensure uniform formatting according to journal style guidelines.

Overall, the reference base is strong and appropriate for a review article.


	

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


	The manuscript is written in advanced academic English and demonstrates high technical precision. The terminology is appropriate for a specialist audience in plant biotechnology and molecular breeding.

However:

· Some sections are overly long and could benefit from minor stylistic tightening.

· Occasional sentence complexity may reduce readability for broader audiences.

· Minor consistency edits (hyphenation, capitalization, formatting of species names) are recommended.

Overall language quality: Very good, requiring only minor polishing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  Tables 1 and 2 are highly informative and enhance readability; they may benefit from slight formatting adjustments for journal layout compatibility.

  The integration of conventional and modern breeding approaches is a major strength of this manuscript.

  The discussion on regulatory heterogeneity and equity gaps in tropical crops is particularly valuable and forward-looking.

  The manuscript would benefit from a short graphical conceptual model summarizing the “Unified Predictive Breeding Paradigm” (optional but impactful).


	


	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 detail)

No ethical concerns are identified. This is a review article synthesizing previously published research.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are evident based on the manuscript content.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No obvious plagiarism is detected based on review of the manuscript. Routine journal plagiarism screening is recommended.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer” I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):
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