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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
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	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 critical synthesis of the rapidly evolving field of genome editing as applied to climate-smart agriculture. Its primary strength lies in systematically connecting three domains that are typically treated in isolation: the expanding technical repertoire of editing platforms (from CRISPR-Cas nucleases through base/prime editing to chromosome-scale engineering), the quality of agronomic evidence supporting climate-relevant claims, and the institutional determinants of technology deployment. The review's critical appraisal framework—distinguishing demonstrated capability from plausible extension and unsupported extrapolation—offers an important corrective to the prevailing narrative that often conflates technical capability with agronomic readiness. By explicitly identifying the binding constraints (delivery/regeneration, target identification, regulatory divergence) that limit translation rather than editing chemistry itself, the manuscript provides actionable priorities for researchers, policymakers, and funding bodies. This integrated perspective is currently lacking in the literature and makes the contribution valuable for scientists working at the intersection of plant biotechnology, agricultural systems, and climate adaptation policy.
	



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
	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	



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 accurately reflects the scope and critical stance of the manuscript. It appropriately signals both the technical trajectory (from CRISPR-Cas nucleases to large-scale genome engineering) and the evaluative purpose (critical appraisal) while situating the work within the climate-smart agriculture framework.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract effectively summarizes the chain of assumptions examined, the technical scope, the key findings regarding evidence quality across trait categories, and the identified constraints (delivery, regulatory divergence). It concludes with actionable priorities that follow from the analysis. The abstract is well-structured and provides sufficient information for readers to understand the manuscript's contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor throughout. Key strengths include:
· Accurate technical descriptions of editing platforms with appropriate citation of foundational literature
· Appropriate distinction between molecular capability and agronomic validation
· Sound critical appraisal framework applied consistently across studies
· Recognition of platform-specific differences in off-target profiles (nucleases vs. cytosine base editors)
· Appropriate caution regarding extrapolation from model species to crops
· Balanced treatment of evidence that acknowledges both successes and limitations
The scientific claims are appropriately qualified, and the manuscript correctly identifies where evidence is strong (disease resistance, cis-regulatory tuning) versus weak (abiotic stress tolerance, mitigation traits).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The reference list is comprehensive and appropriate for the scope of the review. Key observations:
· Foundational methodological papers are cited appropriately (Jinek et al., 2012; Komor et al., 2016; Gaudelli et al., 2017; Anzalone et al., 2019)
· Recent advances are well represented, including chromosome engineering (Rönspies et al., 2022, 2025; Liu et al., 2025), recombinase-assisted integration (Sun et al., 2024), and delivery innovations (Sebiani-Calvo et al., 2024)
· Agronomic field studies are cited where they exist (Shi et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2022; Li et al., 2022)
· Policy and governance literature is appropriately represented (Entine et al., 2021; Qaim, 2020; Akinbo et al., 2025)
· The reference list is up-to-date through 2026
	

	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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