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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 provides a much needed and thorough review of drought tolerance in plants, from physiological, morphological, biochemical and molecular aspects and advanced breeding approaches. This work is valuable to the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive overview of the existing knowledge in this field, presented in an organized and accessible format. Overall, the review is useful for bridging the gap between basic plant biology and applied crop improvement and thus is a valuable reference for plant physiologists, plant breeders and molecular biologists. Moreover, its relevance and applicability to the development of drought resistant crop varieties for future food security is increased by the incorporation of emerging technologies like genome editing through CRISPR/Cas9, speed breeding and omics-assisted selection.
	


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
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	                                         1
	

	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
	                                         4
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	


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
The title "Drought Tolerance in Crops: Integrating Physiological Traits, Molecular Networks, and Advanced Breeding Strategies" is clear, concise and accurately represents the scope and content of the manuscript. It effectively communicates the three major dimensions covered “physiological, molecular and breeding” making it informative for the intended scientific audience.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES-with minor suggestion

The abstract is well-structured and covers the key aspects of the manuscript including physiological adaptations, molecular signalling pathways, transcription factor networks and breeding strategies. However, two improvements are recommended: (i) A minor spelling error is present "abscisic acid" should be corrected to "abscisic acid"; (ii) The keywords are insufficient only 4 keywords are listed, whereas critical terms such as "ABA signalling", "CRISPR/Cas9", "transcription factors", "omics-assisted breeding" and "water-use efficiency" are absent. Authors are advised to expand the keyword list to 6–8 terms to improve discoverability and indexing.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES - with minor remarks

The manuscript is broadly scientifically sound and the information presented is accurate and well-supported by recent peer-reviewed literature. However, the following points require attention:

Section 2.6 is titled "Streamlining of Transpiration", which is a non-standard and scientifically imprecise term. It should be renamed to "Structural and Anatomical Adaptations for Reducing Transpirational Water Loss" or similar.

The manuscript lacks supporting figures and tables entirely. For a review article covering multiple complex pathways and strategies, inclusion of at least one schematic diagram (e.g., ABA signalling cascade, drought response network) and comparative tables (e.g., TF families and their roles, breeding strategies) is strongly recommended.

The literature search methodology is not described — authors should add a brief paragraph explaining database sources (e.g., Scopus, PubMed, Web of Science), search keywords used and time period covered, consistent with standards for systematic or narrative reviews.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES -with minor suggestion

The references are largely recent (predominantly 2020–2025) and drawn from peer-reviewed journals, which is commendable. The overall citation quality is good. However, a few suggestions are offered: (i) Some sections have uneven citation density — particularly in Sections 2.5 and 2.6 where several claims are made without direct citations; (ii) The role of proteomics and metabolomics in drought tolerance is briefly mentioned but not adequately supported with specific references; (iii) Authors may consider citing key landmark papers on drought QTL mapping and GWAS in major crops such as rice and wheat to strengthen the breeding section.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	There are no ethical issues identified in this manuscript. The work is a review article based on published literature and does not involve human subjects, animal experiments or any data requiring ethical clearance. No plagiarism concerns, data fabrication, or conflicts of interest are apparent. The manuscript appears to be an original and independent scholarly contribution.
	


PART 3

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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	It's a very good review paper written in a scientifically relevant manner and discusses an important issue in the context of climate change and global food security. The manuscript can be accepted for the volume of the proposed book with slight changes. The major concerns I would like to call to the editor's attention are: (i) No figures or tables, which are essential for a review article of this scope and would greatly aid in the understanding of the material by the reader; (ii) There is no literature search methodology section, it would be helpful to have this added to make the review process more transparent and reproducible; (iii) The keyword list is not extensive enough to properly reflect the content of the manuscript for indexing. They are correctable problems and not at fault of the scientific quality of the work. I suggest Minor Revision for acceptance.
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