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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 manuscript covers an important and timely subject: how abiotic and biotic stresses affect crop performance and how breeders and practitioners can manage them. I found the scope broad and the integration of molecular breeding, microbiome interventions, and management practices useful. With some refinement, this review can serve as a valuable reference for researchers and graduate students.

That said, the paper would benefit from more structure and clarity in a few areas. The discussion sometimes repeats ideas, the figures are not always easy to follow, and several numerical claims need stronger citations. Overall, it is a solid draft that requires revisions before it can be accepted.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	Yes, The abstract summarizes the scope well but repeats some points and includes minor redundancy (two near-identical sentences about IPM and sustainable practices).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Major issues (should be fixed before acceptance):
1. Methodology / Scope not defined. The manuscript reads like a narrative review but does not state how literature was chosen (search terms, time window, inclusion/exclusion). Please add a short Methods or Literature Search subsection to clarify coverage and reduce selection bias.

2. Overgeneralization without quantitative support. Several statements include large numeric claims (e.g., “45% of arable lands are subjected to drought”, “soil salinization leads to 40–80% yield reductions”) without consistent citation to primary data or meta-analyses. Either add robust citations for these numbers or tone down to qualitative phrasing.

3. Figure / Table references and placement. The manuscript mentions many figures (Figure 1, Figure 3, etc.) but some references are duplicated or unclear (e.g., Figure numbers appear where the figure is not nearby). Ensure each figure is properly captioned, placed, and referenced in the text.

4. Balance between breadth and depth. The review covers many topics but some sections (e.g., epigenetics, microbiome) are relatively brief compared to others. Consider either trimming high-level sections or expanding the molecular/omics treatment to match the rest.

5. Recent literature and critical viewpoints. A number of citations are recent, but a few statements rely on older or non-peer-reviewed sources. Add critical discussion of limitations of emerging technologies (e.g., constraints of field translation for biostimulants; socio-economic barriers to precision ag).

Minor scientific/technical issues:
· Clarify acronyms at first use (e.g., HTPP, MAS, QTL).

· When mentioning gene families or pathways (e.g., ABA–JA cross-talk), give 1–2 concrete, cited examples from model crops to strengthen statements.

· Some tables mix regional examples with global claims label accordingly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are extensive and include many recent works (2023–2025). However:

· Formatting is inconsistent (some entries lack DOIs or have inconsistent author lists). Standardize the reference style to the journal template.

· Consider including more primary field studies demonstrating on-farm efficacy for proposed interventions (e.g., large trials of biostimulants or precision irrigation studies).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	English is generally acceptable for scholarly communication, but several paragraphs contain repetition and some awkward phrasing. Recommend a light language edit for clarity and conciseness (copy-editing). Specific examples: duplicate sentences in the Abstract and Introduction; a few grammar slips in the Abiotic Stress section. A native editor or professional proofreader would bring the manuscript up to publication standard quickly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Redundancy: Remove repeated descriptions across Introduction and “Definition of stress biology”.

· Tables: Table 1 and Table 2 have valuable data but need consistent units and clear sources.

· Figures: Ensure all figures are original or properly credited; some figure attributions point to external MDPI images  verify copyright/permission.

· Concluding section: The conclusion is fine but can be made more action-oriented: e.g., list top 3 research priorities, and 3 policy/implementation recommendations.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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