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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 timely and critically needed synthesis of plant persistence mechanisms in the face of rapid climate change. Integrating phenotypic plasticity, local adaptation, and evolutionary rescue into a single eco-evolutionary framework moves the field beyond siloed discussions. The explicit distinction between mere contemporary evolution and true demographic evolutionary rescue offers a rigorous conceptual advance that will be highly valuable to researchers, conservationists, and forest managers navigating climate adaptation strategies.
	




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 (Excellent) – The title precisely reflects the three core concepts (plasticity, local adaptation, evolutionary rescue) and the specific context of rapid climate change.
	

	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 (Excellent) – Well-structured abstract covering background, methodology (2000–2026), key findings, and main conclusions with appropriate nuance.
	

	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 (Excellent) – Highly relevant keywords (e.g., eco-evolutionary dynamics, genomic offset, genotype-by-environment interaction) are optimal for database indexing.
	

	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 (Excellent) – The introduction logically defines all three mechanisms, their interactions, and the conceptual tensions among them before stating the research gap.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) – Section 1.1 explicitly outlines the scope, the central integration gap, and the specific analytical objectives 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 (Excellent) – All cited literature directly addresses eco-evolutionary mechanisms of plant persistence under climate change; no tangential material.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) – Excellent coverage of cutting-edge literature through 2026 (e.g., Anderson et al. 2025; Wu et al. 2026; Pennington et al. 2026; Schneider et al. 2026).
	

	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 (Good) – Search strategy, databases, eligibility criteria, and appraisal methods are transparently reported. However, the absence of a PRISMA-style flow diagram is a minor limitation, as the authors acknowledge it is inherent to the narrative review design.
	

	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 (Excellent) – Outstanding critical appraisal throughout, particularly the rigorous distinction between mere contemporary evolution and true demographic evolutionary rescue, and the identification of trade-offs and failure modes.
	

	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 (Excellent) – Section 9 provides six highly actionable, specific, and methodologically sound recommendations (e.g., demographic rescue as endpoint, compound extremes, taxonomic bias correction, prospective genomic 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 (Excellent) – Conclusions are well-supported, nuanced, and directly derived from the synthesized evidence without overstatement.
	

	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 (Excellent) – Section 11 honestly addresses narrative review biases, taxonomic and geographic imbalances, methodological heterogeneity, and the rapidly evolving nature of the field.
	

	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 (Excellent) – High-quality, peer-reviewed sources from top-tier journals (Science, Nature, PNAS, PLoS Biology, Evolution, Molecular Ecology, Global Change Biology, etc.) with complete DOIs.
	

	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 (Excellent) – Academic language is precise, professional, and highly readable; complex eco-evolutionary concepts are explained with clarity.
	





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 highly suitable, precise, and accurately reflects the core themes (phenotypic plasticity, local adaptation, evolutionary rescue) and the critical scope of the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is well-structured and effectively summarizes the background, methodology (2000–2026), key mechanistic findings, and overarching conclusions without being overly verbose.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically robust. The conceptual framework is rigorous, particularly in distinguishing between contemporary evolution and true demographic evolutionary rescue, and the interpretation of empirical evidence is well-reasoned.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are highly sufficient, authoritative, and recent, incorporating cutting-edge literature up to 2026 from top-tier, peer-reviewed journals.
	

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

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

	NO. No ethical issues were identified. The manuscript shows no signs of plagiarism, and the authors have transparently included a Declaration of AI Use that aligns with standard editorial policies.
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