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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance
	This manuscript is important because it synthesizes current
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	knowledge on phytohormonal regulation in litchi, a non-
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	climacteric fruit of high economic value. It integrates
	

	
	classical hormones (ABA, ethylene, auxin, gibberellin,
	

	
	cytokinin)	with	emerging	regulators	(jasmonates,
	

	
	brassinosteroids, salicylic acid), highlighting their crosstalk
	

	
	and practical implications for fruit retention, ripening, and
	

	
	postharvest quality. The review is relevant for both scientific
	

	
	understanding  and  horticultural  applications,  especially
	

	
	under climate change scenarios. However, the lack of
	

	
	quantitative/statistical synthesis limits the strength of its
	

	
	conclusions.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 (Excellent). Clear and appropriate.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good). Needs more focus on research gaps.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good). Could add “non-climacteric fruits” and “postharvest physiology.”
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 (Excellent). Well organized.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good). Implicit should be more explicit.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good). Comprehensive but descriptive.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good). Some references are older.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
	
3 (Satisfactory). Not explained.
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	Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 (Satisfactory). Mostly descriptive, lacks statistical synthesis.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done
?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory). Could be deeper.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good). Logical but general.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3 (Satisfactory). Limited discussion.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good). Mostly peer-reviewed, some outdated.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	

5 (Excellent). Clear and fluent.
	


[bookmark: _GoBack]PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes, suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Needs improvement; should highlight gaps more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Correct, but lacks statistical/meta-analytical synthesis. Suggest including quantitative comparisons or meta-analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Adequate, but should include more recent studies (2023–2025).
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	

No ethical concerns.
	

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-written. It is valuable as a narrative review but remains descriptive. I recommend minor revision to improve abstract clarity, update references, and strengthen critical analysis with quantitative/statistical synthesis
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	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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