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	Manuscript Title: Biofortification in Horticultural Crops: Breeding and Biotechnological Approaches for Nutritional Security

A. Overall Evaluation

1. The manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely topic related to global nutritional security.

2. The review is comprehensive and well referenced, covering physiological, breeding, molecular, and genome-editing approaches.

3. However, the manuscript is overly descriptive, lacks sufficient critical synthesis, and requires major revision to improve clarity, conciseness.

B. Major Comments

1. Scientific Contribution

1. The manuscript primarily summarizes existing literature with limited critical interpretation.

2. The authors do not clearly articulate how this review differs from or advances beyond recent reviews on biofortification.

2. Manuscript Length and Redundancy

1. Several sections (notably Sections 3, 6, and 8) are excessively long.

2. Repetition is observed in descriptions of nutrient transporters (ZIP, NRAMP, YSL, HMA) and metabolic pathways.

3. Condensation is needed to remove redundancy while retaining key mechanistic insights.

3. Balance of Biofortification Approaches

1. Genetic and molecular approaches dominate the manuscript.

2. Agronomic biofortification is insufficiently covered despite its importance in horticultural systems.

3. A balanced comparison among conventional, agronomic, molecular, and genome-editing approaches is recommended.

4. Nutrient Bioavailability and Anti-nutritional Factors

1. The manuscript emphasizes nutrient concentration rather than human bioavailability.

2. Anti-nutritional factors (phytates, oxalates, polyphenols) are only briefly mentioned.

3. A focused discussion on bioavailability, cooking effects, and nutrient retention is necessary.

5. Case Studies Section

1. Case studies are largely descriptive and lack quantitative evidence.

2. Health outcomes, adoption rates, and nutrient gains are inconsistently reported.

3. The authors should distinguish clearly between experimental success and field-level impact.

6. Regulatory, Socioeconomic, and Adoption Issues

1. Regulatory challenges for transgenic and genome-edited crops are mentioned but not critically analyzed.

2. Consumer acceptance, seed systems, and smallholder adoption barriers are underdeveloped.

3. Inclusion of a policy and socioeconomic perspective would strengthen the manuscript.

C. Minor Comments

1. Language and Presentation

1. Minor grammatical and punctuation errors are present throughout the manuscript.

2. Inconsistent spacing and repeated parentheses should be corrected.

3. Professional language editing is recommended.

2. Terminology Consistency

1. Terms such as biofortification, genetic biofortification, and nutrient enhancement are used interchangeably.

2. Clear definitions should be provided and applied consistently.

3. Tables and Figures

1. Table 1 is informative but dense and difficult to read.

2. The manuscript lacks conceptual figures summarizing mechanisms and strategies.

3. Simplification of tables and inclusion of schematic diagrams are recommended.

4. References

1. Duplicate citations (e.g., Saltzman et al., 2013) are present.

2. Minor inconsistencies in reference formatting are observed.

3. A thorough reference check is required.

D. Section-Specific Comments

Abstract

1. The abstract is descriptive and lacks emphasis on key conclusions and future directions.

2. It should be shortened and made more outcome-focused.

Introduction

1. The introduction is informative but lengthy.

2. Redundant global statistics should be reduced.

Conclusion

1. The conclusion summarizes the manuscript well but remains generic.

2. Stronger emphasis on future research priorities and translational impact is needed.

E. Final Recommendation

Major Revision
The manuscript has strong potential but requires substantial revision to:

· Improve conciseness

· Enhance critical analysis

· Clearly define novelty

· Strengthen discussion on bioavailability, regulation, and adoption

Addressing these points will significantly improve the manuscript’s quality and suitability for publication.
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