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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.


	Plants adapt to biotic hazards (pathogens, insects) and abiotic challenges (drought, heat, salt) via an integrated crosstalk network. Several signaling hubs, including ROS, Ca2+ fluxes, MAPKs, and hormones (ABA, SA, JA, ET), collaborate to generate coordinated defense results. Retrograde signals from organelles fine-tune stress-responsive gene expression. This integration may boost cross-tolerance, helping plants handle numerous stressors. Understanding these mechanisms helps breeding, gene editing, and priming strategies to withstand complex climate-driven stress combinations. This manuscript nicely attempted to provide a well-organized and scientifically rigorous overview of this integrated defense system, summarizing how molecular signaling, physiological adaptations, and biotechnological strategies collectively influence plant responses to combined stresses. No major factual scientific errors detected, but authors are requested to make it more technical, analytical, publication-ready style.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	OK
	

	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.


	Abstract is OK, but too generic, lacks mechanistic depth. Add specific examples of convergence nodes (ROS–Ca2+ hubs, MAPKs).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its core concepts, accurately outlining major components of abiotic–biotic stress crosstalk, but it lacks the mechanistic depth, integration, and refined referencing needed for strong publication quality.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several references are outdated, future-dated, or not directly relevant to stress crosstalk, primary mechanistic studies and recent multi-stress omics analyses should be incorporated.
	

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


	Language requires refinement for clarity, coherence, and scientific precision, including removal of repetitive phrases, correction of grammatical errors, and consistent terminology.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript demonstrate an important and useful review of how abiotic and biotic stresses affect plants. However, it has scope to make it more technically sound. Make the ideas more clear, and make the citations more relevant. The format makes sense, but the writing is mostly descriptive and doesn't look good in putting together the different parts that make up crosstalk mechanisms. For example, it doesn't talk about ROS–Ca2+ integration, MAPK modules, hormonal antagonism (ABA–SA, JA–ET), or backward regulatory circuits. Some important molecular pathways are missing or oversimplified, which reduces the level of mechanistic detail. These include the RBOHD-mediated ROS burst, redox switches (TRX/GRX systems), CDPK- and CNGC-driven Ca2+ signatures, and chloroplast backward signals (β-cyclocitral, MEcPP, and PAP). In the physiological section, it would be helpful to have numerical examples that show the trade-offs between growth and defense and how cross-tolerance works. On the other hand, the biotechnology part needs a more critical look at CRISPR targets, QTL hotspots, and the realistic limits of priming techniques. 
Figures should be redesigned to reflect precise molecular players and true network interactions rather than simplified diagrams. Figure 1 & 2 are oversimplified and lack key molecular components, Figure 3 (MAS) is generic and not linked to dual-stress traits. Revise figures to show crosstalk hubs (ROS–Ca2+–MAPK–hormone network), organellar signalling pathways and integrated “stress memory” mechanism (epigenetic marks, ROS wave).

Overall, the work has promise; nevertheless, it requires substantial modifications to improve technical depth, include mechanistic insights, substantiate uniqueness, and provide a more analytical viewpoint on the integration of different stressors in plants at molecular, physiological, and breeding levels.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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