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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 addresses an important and timely problem because climate extremes increasingly occur as interacting or sequential events rather than as isolated stresses. The review usefully connects compound stress responses with molecular crosstalk, stress memory, systemic signalling, recovery, and reproductive performance. Its emphasis on the non-additive nature of combined stresses is relevant to both plant biology and climate-resilient crop improvement. The manuscript can make a useful contribution if the central research gap and the conceptual framework distinguishing this review from recent reviews are sharpened.
	




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
The title is clear, specific, and consistent with the scope and major themes of the review.
	

	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
The abstract is comprehensive and presents the scope, major findings, limitations, and research priorities. It could be tightened slightly to reduce repetition and make the principal novelty more explicit.
	

	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
The keywords appropriately represent the major concepts of the manuscript, including compound stress, stress memory, signalling, and resilience.
	

	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
The background is well organized and establishes the distinction between isolated stresses and compound climate extremes effectively.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The objectives are clearly stated and correspond well with the subsequent sections of the review.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The literature reviewed is highly relevant to compound abiotic stress, molecular crosstalk, stress memory, systemic signalling, and crop resilience.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The search period, information sources, search blocks, eligibility criteria, screening approach, and appraisal principles are described. Reproducibility would be improved by providing a more explicit search syntax and a clearer record of screening/selection decisions.
	

	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
The manuscript goes beyond description and discusses non-additivity, sequence effects, memory resetting, causal evidence, developmental context, and translation to reproduction. Some sections could be more explicitly synthesized rather than presented as successive literature summaries.
	

	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
Several important gaps and future directions are identified. However, the central gap should be sharpened and positioned explicitly against recent reviews, with one primary conceptual gap supported by clearly defined sub-gaps.
	

	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
The conclusions follow logically from the synthesis and appropriately emphasize event sequence, memory specificity, recovery, reproductive performance, and multi-environment validation.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The limitations of the narrative-review design, evidence imbalance, experimental heterogeneity, language restriction, and controlled-environment bias are clearly discussed.
	

	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’
The reference base is substantial and includes foundational and recent studies. The authors should verify the bibliographic status, DOI details, and direct evidential support of the newest references.
	

	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
	4
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable. Some paragraphs are dense and recurring statements about context dependence could be consolidated for greater readability.
	

	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
	
	





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 clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope of the review. No major change is necessary.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract is comprehensive. Minor tightening is recommended, particularly to reduce repetition and to state more explicitly what conceptual contribution distinguishes this review from recent reviews.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with revisions
The scientific synthesis is generally coherent and appropriately cautious. However, the manuscript should more clearly distinguish established mechanisms from plausible frameworks, especially for cross-stress memory, systemic signal coding, epigenetic causality, and translation from molecular responses to reproductive yield. Claims based mainly on correlation should remain clearly separated from perturbation-supported causal evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with revisions
The references are generally sufficient and relevant. Because the search extends to July 2026, all 2025–2026 references should be checked for publication status, bibliographic accuracy, DOI information, and direct support for the statements in which they are cited. Recent reviews on multiple abiotic stresses, stress memory, and whole-plant signalling should also be explicitly considered when positioning novelty.
	

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

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

	NO
No major ethical issue is apparent from the manuscript content. The reviewer should nevertheless comply with the journal's stated peer-review policy concerning AI-assisted review comments.
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