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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.
	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant and emerging topic at the intersection of plant stress physiology, epigenetics, crop adaptation and climate-resilient agriculture. Its major strength is the critical distinction between stress memory, incomplete physiological recovery, priming, intergenerational effects and true transgenerational inheritance, which are frequently conflated in the literature. The manuscript also provides a valuable appraisal of the contrasting evidence for chromatin-based memory and stress-induced heritable DNA methylation, while highlighting important methodological limitations. Its discussion of the gap between mechanistic evidence from model plants and agronomic evidence from crops makes the review particularly useful for researchers working toward practical epigenetic approaches for crop improvement.
	


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
	The title is clear, informative and accurately reflects the critical nature, scope and translational focus of the manuscript.
	

	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
	The abstract effectively presents the problem, scope, major molecular mechanisms, contradictory evidence and principal conclusion. It appropriately avoids overstating the evidence.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are relevant and cover the major concepts addressed, including chromatin modification, DNA methylation, priming, stress memory and crop adaptation.
	

	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
	The background is comprehensive and logically establishes the relevance of episodic and compound climatic stresses before introducing stress memory and epigenetic mechanisms.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives are explicitly stated and closely aligned with the central research gap. The six objectives provide a clear framework for the subsequent review. 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature is highly relevant to the central theme and includes mechanistic, molecular, transgenerational and agronomic evidence.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The review incorporates recent literature through June 2026, while appropriately retaining foundational studies. 
	

	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
	The search sources, search concepts, Boolean strings, search period and eligibility criteria are described well. However, because this is a narrative review, the absence of numerical information on records identified, screened and finally included limits reproducibility.
	

	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
	This is one of the strongest aspects of the manuscript. The authors distinguish correlation from causal evidence and explicitly examine contradictory and null findings. 
	

	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
	Major gaps are clearly identified, including duration of memory, field validation, epimutation rates, causal locus-level evidence and the selection potential of priming responsiveness. 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes. The conclusions are appropriately cautious and follow from the evidence presented. In particular, the manuscript correctly identifies the proposed synergy between priming and heritable epigenetic variation as insufficiently demonstrated. 
	

	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
	Limitations of the evidence base are discussed extensively. However, the limitations of the review methodology itself could be stated more explicitly in a dedicated subsection.
	

	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
	References are generally from peer-reviewed and authoritative sources, and the manuscript includes both foundational and recent literature.
	

	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
	The manuscript is scientifically sophisticated and generally clear, but some paragraphs are dense and lengthy. Moderate language editing could improve readability and reduce repetition.
	


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 appropriate and accurately represents the manuscript's focus on epigenetic memory, stress priming, persistence and crop-level translation.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract provides a concise overview of the climatic problem, molecular mechanisms, strength of evidence, limitations and agronomic implications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor revisions recommended. The scientific interpretation is generally balanced and appropriately distinguishes mechanistic evidence from associative evidence. The treatment of contradictory evidence is particularly commendable. Nevertheless, some statements concerning the strength of evidence, persistence duration and transgenerational inheritance should be checked carefully against the original cited studies to ensure that the wording does not extend beyond what those studies demonstrated. The manuscript itself recognises that many crop studies are primarily transcriptomic or methylomic surveys rather than causal perturbation experiments. 

This is a well-conceived and potentially valuable critical review addressing an important emerging issue in climate-resilient crop science. Its major strength lies in its unusually explicit separation of somatic stress memory, incomplete recovery, priming, intergenerational effects and true transgenerational inheritance. The manuscript also makes a commendable effort to incorporate contradictory and null findings rather than presenting only supportive evidence.

The manuscript is substantially publishable; however, minor revision is warranted to improve methodological transparency and readability. In particular, the authors should clarify the limitations inherent in their purposive narrative search, verify the strongest mechanistic/transgenerational claims against primary sources, reduce some dense or repetitive passages, and consider adding a concise statement of the review's own methodological limitations. The manuscript's central conclusion—that the proposed integration of priming and heritable epigenetic variation remains a plausible but unvalidated strategy—is well supported by the review.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript contains a good combination of classical studies, recent reviews and recent primary research. The search was extended through 30 June 2026, which is a major strength. 

A minor recommendation is to verify that all important claims in the most recent sections are supported by the most appropriate primary studies, particularly where strong causal or transgenerational claims are made.


	

	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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