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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 review provides useful information for researchers working in plant stress physiology, molecular biology, and crop improvement. However, the manuscript would benefit from stronger critical analysis, clearer identification of research gaps, and improved integration of recent findings to enhance its scientific impact.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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.
	The title is relevant to the content of the review and adequately reflects the major themes discussed. However, the term "Biological Interventions" is broad and may be refined by specifying microbial, nanotechnological, and breeding approaches discussed in the manuscript.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially YES
• The abstract contains excessive background information and can be condensed.
• The major research gaps in strawberry salinity tolerance are not clearly highlighted.
• The abstract summarizes existing knowledge but does not adequately emphasize the novelty and significance of this review.
• Future research directions should be stated more explicitly in the concluding sentences of the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Major Revision recommendation.
• The manuscript contains several instances where findings from non-strawberry species are generalized to strawberry without sufficient supporting evidence.
• The role of Piriformospora indica and nanotechnology-based interventions is discussed in a largely optimistic manner without adequately addressing current limitations and challenges.
• The review lacks critical comparison of competing salinity tolerance mechanisms and frequently summarizes literature descriptively rather than critically evaluating the strength of evidence.
• The practical applicability of several proposed biological interventions remains speculative and requires clearer distinction between experimentally validated findings and future research prospects.
• A transparent literature search methodology is not provided, limiting the reproducibility and comprehensiveness of the review.
• Greater emphasis should be placed on recent advances in genomics, genome editing, and molecular breeding for salinity tolerance in strawberry.Top of Form
Bottom of Form

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY YES.
• The manuscript includes many relevant references related to salinity stress and strawberry physiology.
• More references published during the last 2–3 years should be included, especially in sections dealing with transcriptomics, CRISPR technology, genomic selection, and genome-wide association studies.
• Some statements regarding future applications require additional supporting references.
• Recent advances in molecular breeding and gene-editing technologies are underrepresented.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
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