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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Manuscript entitled as “Review on physiological responses of tomato (Solanum Lycopersicon) to drought stress” is has interesting information for the scientific community particularly researchers who are working on crop stress physiology and climate adaptation strategies. Understanding the physiological responses of tomatoes is important to develop stress-resistant varieties. This review contributes valuable insights into drought-induced physiological changes, including reactive oxygen species (ROS) accumulation, stomatal behavior and photosynthetic efficiency. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but I suggest authors that this suggested title is more relevant:

Physiological Responses and Adaptation Mechanisms of Tomato (Solanum Lycopersicum) to Drought Stress: Review
	

	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 the manuscript but requires some improvements for clarity. The abstract should briefly mention key physiological and molecular responses like osmotic adjustment, antioxidant defense etc use stronger statement in conclusion to emphasize the application like how this information can contribute to agricultural strategies?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript covers key physiological responses and referenced multiple studies to support each claim. However I suggest authors to add some figures and summary tables can improve clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and recent.
	

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


	The language is understandable but requires revision by some colleague with good English drafting skills for grammar and sentence structure mistakes for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Revision Required

· The manuscript is scientifically important but needs restructuring and better clarity.

· Figures and tables should be included to improve clarity.
· Language should be revised for scholarly presentation.
Once these improvements are made, the manuscript is good for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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