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	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.


	The paper provides a broad and informative overview of the cut foliage industry, focusing on its economic importance, cultivation, and postharvest management. It is well-structured and contains valuable tabular data. However, the manuscript suffers from significant repetitive content, particularly regarding selection criteria and harvest indices, which should be consolidated to improve flow.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The phrase “Comprehensive Review” may be overstated given the absence of a clear review methodology. 

The title does not reflect the geographic emphasis on India that appears in the manuscript.

Consider revising to “Cut Foliage Crops: Production Systems, Postharvest Handling and Global Trade Perspectives.”

If India is a major focus, consider including it in the title.
	

	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 effectively summarizes the paper's scope, mentioning aesthetic value, economic sustainability, and the need for standardized protocols.

Quantify some of the "strong potential" mentioned by possibly noting the market value to make the abstract more impactful. 

Avoid generic statements such as “strong potential for future expansion” without supporting evidence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has good foundational content but needs structural refinement, stronger scientific rigor, updated literatures, proper referencing for each claim, and reduction of redundancy before being suitable for publication.

Here are some comments which also reflected in the manuscript.

· Some data is about 10 years ago, is this still relevant in 2026? Maybe add more recent global trade data for the last 5 years.

· Some claims require updated references. The comparative advantages discussion is qualitative only and lacks statistical export data. Consider providing comparative figures to strengthen the review.
· Since this is a review paper, provide references for each item. Also, cite table (including figures) in the text for the readers to trace.
· Include examples of high-demand species in global markets and provide references supporting economic claims. 1 reference is not enough for comprehensive review.

· Support claims with enough references. Also, Include logistics and cold chain challenges.

· This section lacks comprehensive information on health benefits but only informing those different gas toxic. Better mention on what are the health effects of these different gases.

· To substantiate, consider expanding to include;

a. Climate-resilient cultivars.

b. Controlled environment production.

c. Postharvest physiology research.

d. Carbon footprint assessment.

e. Digital supply chain management.

· Tables are not cited in the text. Consider providing another column for references in the tables.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Having 22 references in a comprehensive review paper is not sufficient. There must be enough references to support each claim. The author should consider looking for relevant references to substantiate this paper.


	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	See Attachment
	


	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 detail)
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