
Review Form (Review)

	Book Name:
	Agricultural Horizons: Research, Technology and Sustainable Development

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7965

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Engineering abiotic stress tolerance in crops with CRISPR-Cas: a critical appraisal of mechanisms, evidence and translational constraints in a warming climate

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE





PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

[bookmark: _heading=h.vuzzxinkq19c]
	
	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 organizing principle is genuinely novel for this literature. Structuring by evidential strength and mechanism (rather than by gene catalog, which is how Shelake et al. 2022 and Chennakesavulu et al. 2022 did it) is exactly the gap you name in 1.1, and you deliver on it. The stomatal density section (4.2) is the standout, presenting four studies with genuinely opposing conclusions and explaining why they diverge (aperture/density compensation, C3 vs C4, VPD) rather than picking a winner is the kind of critical synthesis narrative reviews rarely achieve.
The methodological rigor for a narrative review is unusually high. Section 2 (search axes, the negative/attenuating-findings search category in Table 1, explicit duplicate handling) will pre-empt the most common reviewer objection to narrative reviews, "why isn't this systematic?"
Table 4 and the "asymmetric reporting" argument (8.1) are the paper's sharpest contribution. Naming publication bias toward positive findings as a structural property of the field, and then actually rewarding the negative results you found (R. Li et al. 2018, 2019; J. Hao et al. 2025) by giving them real analytical weight, is well executed and honest.
The conclusion doesn't overclaim. "Demonstrated in principle and in a small number of specific cases, rather than as established at the scale on which food security depends" is a defensible, precisely calibrated closing claim, exactly the discipline the introduction promises.
Limitations section is genuinely self-critical, not pro format, it names the English-language restriction, the lack of subscription database access, and publication bias as real constraints on what you could conclude.

	




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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	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
	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
	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.
	Mostly YES, with a minor suggestion. The title accurately reflects the paper's scope and critical stance, but at 24 words it's long. Suggested tightening: "CRISPR-Cas and abiotic stress tolerance in crops: a critical appraisal of evidence and translational constraints."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. It covers rationale, scope, method, the key cross-cutting findings (severity/reporting bias, stomatal density controversy), the class of intervention supported by strongest evidence, and translational constraints, closing with an appropriately calibrated statement about the need for validation rather than an overclaim.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, based on my read. The mechanistic claims are consistent with the cited literature (I independently verified several of the load-bearing citations,e.g., the Lou et al. 2025 Cell heat-stress figures matched exactly), the interpretation of contradictory stomatal-density findings is scientifically sound rather than cherry-picked, and the paper is careful to distinguish correlation/mechanistic plausibility from field-validated outcom,  which is the correct standard for this kind of claim. One thing worth double-checking before final acceptance: the handful of citations dated 2026 (Karippadakam, Parmar, Song, L. Tang, Zhu, Nagalakshmi, X. Zhou, Y. Hao),verify each year/DOI is correct, since an error there is easy to introduce and easy for a careless reader to seize on.

The manuscript is a well-constructed critical narrative review with accurate, verifiable sourcing. My only reservation, which I have not made a condition of acceptance, is that a review of this analytical depth and length may be better suited to a specialized plant science journal than a book chapter compilation, purely from a reach/audience standpoint, this is a suggestion for the editor's consideration, not a flaw in the manuscript itself.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. Reference recency is genuinely strong (majority 2020–2026), and coverage spans the relevant modalities, stress domains, and translational/regulatory literature. Suggestion for improvement, if any: a brief final DOI-verification pass on the 2026-dated entries, as noted above.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO, based on what's in front of me. It's a narrative literature review with no primary human, animal, or novel plant experimentation of its own, it synthesizes and critiques already-published work. The one thing I'd note as good ethical practice (not an issue): the author already discloses AI-assisted grammatical/reference-formatting help in a dedicated declaration, which is the right way to handle that transparently.
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