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PART 1
	
	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 a distinguished and comprehensive scientific review in the field of agricultural biotechnology. Its main strength lies in its thoroughness, balance, and use of innovative analytical frameworks that connect scientific, applied, environmental, and social aspects. The manuscript serves as a valuable academic resource for researchers, graduate students, and policymakers to understand the complex landscape of biotechnology in agriculture.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	3 
	

	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
	2 
The abstract is very comprehensive and may be a little long, but it remains within the acceptable limits of comprehensive review articles.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
A strong introduction provides excellent historical and scientific background. It successfully identifies the "knowledge gap" or the need for this review, highlighting the rapid evolution and complexity of technologies. It also contextualizes the research by linking it to global challenges (climate change, population growth, food security).

While comprehensive, it lacks explicit mention of the review methodology (e.g., the databases searched, the criteria for selecting studies, and the review period).
	 

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	A current and diverse bibliography (up to 2025 and 2026) covering multiple aspects of the topic. The inclusion of references from prestigious journals such as Frontiers in Plant Science and the Plant Biotechnology Journal enhances the credibility of the manuscript.
	

	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
	2
Despite the quality of the theoretical explanation, the research lacks concrete case studies of successful models of genetically improved or gene-edited crops, as well as concrete applications of nanotechnology in a particular field.
	

	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
	2
The manuscript mentions the results of studies (e.g., Vrbničanin et al., 2017 on gene flow) but does not discuss the limitations of those studies (e.g., were the experiments field or laboratory? Was the period sufficient to observe long-term environmental effects?).
	

	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
	    4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
The conclusion of the manuscript contains good scientific content and a strong ethical framework, but it suffers from:

1-Linguistic and grammatical errors (incomplete sentences) that require immediate correction.

2-Excessive generality, which makes it less impactful than it could be.

3-The absence of essential elements such as the scope of the research and specific recommendations.
	

	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
	2
No, the limitations of the paper are not discussed anywhere in the manuscript.
	

	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 quality of the references is generally high, relying mainly on articles from peer-reviewed scientific journals and reliable academic sources, with some general or less related references that do not significantly affect the overall robustness of the bibliography.
	

	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
	4
Yes, the manuscript is written in clear and academic language in general, although there are some grammatical errors and incomplete sentences that slightly affect the readability in limited parts of it.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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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