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	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.


	Being a review paper, https://reviewerhub.org/general-guideline-for-authors/ recommends a word count between 5000 and 9000. The manuscript has 3827 words without the reference list and 5103 with the reference list. If the editor is happy, I have no objections.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title announces the description of an important event in the problem of wheat improvement. It is a suitable  title for the article, but which structural implications should be better addressed. I refer in particular to the quantification in time and space of the revolution and the improvement process in which the doubled haploid technique falls.
	

	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.


	As the article is a review, the abstract does not need to follow the format of research paper abstracts. In general, the information given in the abstract is clear, and the purpose and subject of the article.

It would be good for the authors to specify the time period covered by the study (from the earliest publication to the latest), but also some brief information about the development over time of the problem of wheat-maize hybridisation, as well as obtaining double haploids.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is a review paper. It has no mandatory structure titles. There are chapters Abstract, Introduction, and Conclusions.
For review papers, https://reviewerhub.org/general-guideline-for-authors/ recommends 3-5 figures/tables. The article has one figure (Fig. 1) and one table (Table 1). To meet journal requirements, you may include one more figure or table (for example see [2], [7], from Possible additional references).
I recommend that the authors, to the extent possible, introduce aspects of quantification of the study.

First of all, the time period covered by the study, the moment in time of the appearance of the wheat-maize hybridization technique with the obtaining of double haploids (see for example [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], 
[6], [7], from Possible additional references). The stages of the development of this hybridization technique should be specified in time compared to the other techniques listed in table 1.

The geographical area of ​​the researched works should also be specified. Could the authors specify the percentages in the literature of studies related to each of the techniques listed in Table 1? It would also be interesting to know the percentage of use in genetics laboratories of each of the procedures listed in Table 1.
It would be good for the authors to specify the time period covered by the study (from the earliest publication to the latest) but also a summary information about the development in time of the problem of wheat-maize hybridization, as well as the obtaining of double haploids.

All this information can lay the foundations of a database on the genetic improvement of the wheat crop.

After these, estimates of the quantitative performance of improved wheat variants would follow: production per hectare (on the same soil and geo-climatic region), resistance to disease and drought, etc., but let's not forget the tests on the end consumer.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The publications in the reference list are related to the subject presented by the authors. Most of them are recent works, while the oldest ones serve as reference works in the field.

The citations of the references in the text of the manuscript do not comply with the journal template. Also, the format of the references in the list does not comply with the journal template.
The paper is a synthesis paper. According to https://reviewerhub.org/general-guideline-for-authors/

it should contain 50-150 references. The current manuscript contains only 44 titles in the reference list (there is also a citation for 45, but it is not in the reference list).

A minimal supplement is recommended.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	In general, the English used is correct. However, after the authors have carried out the required major revision, it is recommended to check the language with a text editor and specialized programs (e.g. Grammarly, QuillBot) free or licensed versions. To improve academic expression, QuillBot Paraphrasing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Considering the observations made and the fact that the literature studied is quite small (it does not even reach the minimum requirement of the journal for review papers), I only gave a grade of 6 and recommend a major revision that must include:

-writing the article in accordance with the journal template;

-satisfying the journal's requirements for review articles (number of references, figures and tables);

The grade given (6) can increase, as well as the interest in the article, if the authors can also include the following suggestions:

-introducing some elements of the history of the hybridisation method with double haploids;

-adding a column to Table 1, indicating a percentage of use of the methods in laboratories at present or a percentage of their use resulting from the literature reviewed;

- if possible and time allows, adding some quantified comparative elements of the performance of the hybridisation methods (possibly with strict reference to the wheat crop).
	


	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 details)
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