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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 of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript holds significant value for the scientific community because it synthesizes a wide range of emerging technologies that are reshaping sustainable agriculture and horticulture, offering a unified and accessible overview of a rapidly evolving field
The manuscript also highlights critical knowledge gaps and research priorities, guiding future investigations toward areas with the greatest potential impact on global food security and environmental resilience
Its comprehensive, evidence‑based perspective makes it a valuable reference for scientists, policymakers, and technology developers working to advance sustainable food systems
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	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
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