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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.
	Crop wild relatives (CWRs) are essential yet underutilized genetic resources that play a strategic role in enhancing crop resilience and ensuring global food security under increasing climate-related stresses.

This chapter provides a timely synthesis of the contributions of CWRs across five major crop families and offers practical tabular summaries that serve as valuable references for breeders, geneticists, and genebank curators. By integrating both biotic and abiotic stress resistance within a single framework, it fills an important gap in the literature and provides an accessible overview of current CWR utilization in resistance breeding.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4: Good

Title is clear and accurate. Authors could add "(A Narrative Review)" to signal the document type explicitly.
	

	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

Well-structured; covers context, scope, content, and conclusion. Authors could mention the approximate number of crop groups reviewed.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

The 5 keywords are relevant but generic. I suggest adding: "stress tolerance, "germplasm conservation," "food security."
	

	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: Good

The paper is logically structured.

Minor imbalance: abiotic stresses receive more text than biotic stresses in the background, while the tables show biotic examples outnumber abiotic ones.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

Objectives are only implicitly stated in the abstract and never explicitly articulated in the manuscript body. A dedicated objective statement is missing.
	

	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

Core references are appropriate but few citations in the reference list appear unrelated to the chapter's narrative.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

Recent literature is underrepresented, particularly for genomic-assisted introgression, speed breeding, and in situ CWR conservation.
	

	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: Poor

No search methodology is described: no databases, search terms or date ranges.
	

	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
	2: Needs improvement

The review is largely descriptive and encyclopedic. It lists documented outcomes without evaluating evidence quality, discussing contradictory findings, or comparing the effectiveness of different introgression strategies across crop groups.
	

	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
	2: Needs improvement

The Conclusion briefly mentions conservation needs. However, specific research gaps and future directions are not systematically identified. A dedicated subsection is recommended.
	

	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

Conclusions are coherent, balanced, and consistent with the reviewed content. Appropriately emphasize germplasm availability, compatibility, and systematic conservation.
	

	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
	4: Good

A dedicated Limitations section is included wich is rare in narrative book chapters. Authors acknowledge non-exhaustive coverage, lack of statistical analysis, reliance on older sources, and potential taxonomic inaccuracies.
	

	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
	3: Satisfactory

References are from recognized journals, but several uncited references appear in the list.

Also author name misspelling: "Hajhar" vs. "Hajjar."
	

	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: Good

Generally well-written scientific English.

Recurring typographical errors require correction: "Drougth" (should be "Drought"), "Relativies" (should be "Relatives") in table headers, "Sugarbeat" (should be "Sugarbeet") in Table 11.
	


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 is accurate and informative. As a minor improvement, appending "(A Narrative Review)" or "(A Chapter Review)" would clarify the document type and prevent potential confusion with original research articles.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with reservations.  The abstract is informative but should:

- explicitly stating that the review is narrative in approach

- indicate the approximate number of crop families or crop–CWR pairs covered

- mention the approximate temporal range of the reviewed literature
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but ther is a critical Taxonomic inconsistency. Since the ICBN has transferred all Lycopersicon species to Solanum, the table 4 must be harmonized throughout, with outdated synonyms noted where appropriate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No:

- Missing references

- Orphan references: references appear in the reference list but do not appear to be cited in the manuscript text: Asher (1999), Day (1993), Dide and Yılmaz (2005), Simmonds (1983), Lachaal et al. (2002), Hopkins and Maxted (2011), Jha et al. (2019), Negri et al. (2009), Stolton et al. (2006), Zeven (1998), He et al. (2012), Jarvis et al. (2008), Jablonski et al. (2002), James (1997).
- Petit (2001) must be corrected to Petit et al. (2001).
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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