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	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 comprehensive review manuscript synthesizes critical advances in dwarfing fruit tree technologies, addressing a fundamental need in modern intensive horticulture. The work effectively bridges traditional grafting approaches with cutting-edge biotechnological tools including CRISPR-mediated genome editing and precision agriculture systems. By consolidating knowledge on physiological mechanisms, molecular markers, and practical applications across major fruit crops (apple, pear, citrus), this review provides valuable guidance for researchers, breeders, and orchard managers seeking to optimize high-density planting systems while addressing climate adaptability and sustainability challenges
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and accurately reflects the manuscript's content. It clearly indicates the review nature and scope covering current trends and future perspectives in fruit tree dwarfing. No alternative title is necessary
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured, covering key aspects including mechanisms, technologies, benefits, and challenges. However, I suggest minor refinements: 
(1) The phrase "new stooging systems" should be corrected to "new rootstock systems" or clarified, as "stooging" is not standard terminology; 
(2) Consider reducing redundancy in the examples section to improve conciseness; 
(3) The transition between innovations and challenges could be smoother with better connecting phrases to enhance logical flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound with accurate representation of dwarfing mechanisms, rootstock characteristics, and biotechnological approaches. The physiological explanations (hydraulic conductance, hormonal signaling, QTL mapping) are correctly presented. However, minor corrections needed: verify the term "stooging systems" in the abstract; ensure consistency in species nomenclature formatting throughout; and clarify some technical statements about epigenetic modifications that may oversimplify complex mechanisms.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and appropriately recent, with good coverage from 2014-2025. The manuscript includes key foundational works and contemporary research. However, I suggest adding: recent genome editing studies in fruit crops post-2023; more literature on climate-resilient rootstock development; additional references on microbiome-rootstock interactions mentioned in Future Perspectives; and perhaps 2-3 more citations on precision agriculture applications specifically for dwarf tree management systems.


	

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


	The English quality is generally acceptable for scholarly communication but requires moderate editing. Issues include: occasional grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., "stooging systems," "dispensable production cost"); some awkward phrasing that affects clarity; inconsistent verb tenses in places; and minor punctuation issues. 
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