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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 manuscript is important because it connects old style breeding methods with new tools such as CRISPR and genomic selection, showing how they work together in real commercial settings. Ornamental horticulture is a huge industry worth billions, and breeders face special challenges. This review gives practical guidance on how to meet those challenges, it also highlights gaps (for example, true blue flowers and sustainable traits) that young scientists can target in their own projects.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, accurate, and matches exactly what the paper delivers
	

	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 and covers all the main topics well. It is the right length and uses good keywords.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. All descriptions of breeding methods and molecular tools match current knowledge. The only small note is that global market figures from 2022 could be updated or footnoted with newer reports (e.g., flower/ornamental plants market at ~$42 billion in 2024 per Cognitive Market Research, or up to $106 billion wholesale value per ResearchAndMarkets; ranges $40 - 105 billion depending on scope).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are not sufficient and are not recent enough for a review paper. The manuscript includes only 16 references, which is too limited for a comprehensive scientific review. In general, review articles are expected to include a broader and more up-to-date body of literature (typically at least 30-60 references, depending on scope).

Additionally, several important sections (Sections 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, and 8) contain statements that are not supported by citations. All key claims in a review paper should be properly referenced.

The authors are encouraged to include more recent and relevant studies. The following publications may be useful:

1. Murshid Muhammed, P. K., Pagariya, M. C., Jadhav, P. R., Gawade, N. S., Sarode, D. K., Karkute, S. G., & others. (2025). Advancing ornamental plant breeding through genomic technologies: Opportunities, challenges, and future directions. Functional & Integrative Genomics, 25(1), Article 140. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10142-025-01640-y
2. Partap, M., Verma, V., Thakur, M., & Bhargava, B. (2023). Designing of future ornamental crops: A biotechnological driven perspective. Horticulture Research, 10(11), Article uhad192. https://doi.org/10.1093/hr/uhad192
	

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


	Yes, the language is clear, professional, and suitable for an international journal. Sentences are mostly easy to follow, and technical terms are explained well.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The reference list is not well organized according to standard scientific formatting and should be revised for consistency. In addition, the low number of references and lack of citations in multiple sections reduce the scientific strength and credibility of the manuscript. The authors should significantly improve the reference section by adding more relevant and recent studies and ensuring that all statements throughout the manuscript are properly supported with citations.
	

	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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