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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 is highly significant for the scientific community because it critically evaluates next-generation genome engineering platforms such as CRISPR, base editing, prime editing, cis-regulatory engineering, and tissue-culture-free delivery in the context of sustainable and climate-resilient agriculture. It bridges the gap between molecular precision and real agronomic outcomes, highlighting the translational challenges that separate successful editing events from deployable cultivars. By synthesising evidence across editing strategies, delivery systems, and field validation, it provides a roadmap for how genome engineering can realistically contribute to crop resilience under drought, salinity, heat, and disease pressures. The work is important because it emphasises not only technical feasibility but also sustuniformityMakeitsthe;ainability, governance, and equitable deployability, making it a valuable reference for researchers, policymakers, and agricultural practitioners.
	


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
	It is clear, descriptive, and well aligned with the scope

5 (excellent)
	

	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
	It is comprehensive and well-structured. It is also dense; therefore, slightly condense it for readability.

4 (Good)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	They are relevant and useful for indexing.

5 (Excellent)
	

	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 well organised and provides strong context.

5 (excellent)
	

	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 clearly stated and well defined.

5 (Excellent)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, it is relevant to the topic of the chapter.

5 (Excellent)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the literature review includes recent sources up to 2026, though with seminal older references retained appropriately.
5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	Yes, the methodology is clearly explained, with databases and search terms listed.
5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	Yes, it has strong critical synthesis, though some sections could expand on comparative weaknesses. The sections are as follows:
Section 3.2 Base Editing: While strengths are well described, the limitations e.g., PAM dependency, bystander edits, narrow editing windows could be compared more explicitly across different crop species to show where the technology underperforms.

Section 3.3 Prime Editing: Efficiency challenges are acknowledged, but the comparative weaknesses between elite germplasm versus model plants, and across delivery methods such as Agrobacterium vs ribonucleoprotein vs viral vectors, could be expanded.

Section 3.4 Cis-regulatory and Epigenome Editing: The manuscript highlights potential, but weaknesses such as off-target epigenetic effects, reversibility, and lack of long-term field validation are not fully contrasted against conventional knockout strategies.
Delivery and Regeneration Bottlenecks (Introduction and Methods): The discussion notes genotype dependence, but it could elaborate on comparative weaknesses between monocots and dicots, or between tissue-culture-free systems and traditional regeneration.

Field Validation Gradient (Introduction): The manuscript points out that most evidence comes from controlled environments, but a more systematic comparison of greenhouse versus field outcomes across crops would strengthen the critical analysis.

4 (Good)
	

	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
	The gap is well articulated, highlighting disconnects between molecular editing and field-level performance.

5 (Excellent)
	

	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 logically derived from the evidence.

5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	Yes, the limitations are acknowledged. However, expand them further, especially regarding scalability and regulatory issues.

4 (Good)
	

	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
	The references are peer-reviewed, authentic, and recent/

5 (excellent)
	

	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 language is clear, professional, and understandable, though occasionally dense.

4 (Good)
	


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 suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It is comprehensive but should be slightly condensed for readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It is scientifically well supported.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are sufficient and recent. No major concerns.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No ethical issues identified
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