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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	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.

	The manuscript presents a comprehensive review of the plant DNA damage response (DDR) and repair pathways, with a dual focus on (i) molecular mechanisms of damage sensing, signaling, and repair, and (ii) the translational potential of this knowledge for crop improvement. 
	




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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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

	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No,
Author(s) should clarify these questions:
How do repair pathways compete or coordinate? The review mentions pathway choice (e.g., HR vs. NHEJ) but does not deeply explore the molecular determinants of pathway selection in plants.
What are the tissue-specific and developmental-stage-specific differences in DDR and repair activity? Plants exhibit distinct DDR responses in meristems vs. differentiated tissues, but this is not discussed.
How do repair pathways interact with other stress-response networks? The crosstalk with phytohormones (ABA, SA, JA, ethylene) is mentioned briefly (Section 6) but not elaborated.
What are the evolutionary implications of plant-specific DDR features? The loss of p53-CHK2 and the emergence of SOG1 are noted, but the evolutionary context and consequences are not explored in depth.


Author(s) needs to consider these issues:
Scientific Merit: The manuscript provides a valuable and timely overview of plant DDR and DNA repair pathways, with a strong emphasis on crop improvement applications. It is well-referenced and covers a broad range of topics. However, it lacks critical synthesis and mechanistic depth in some areas, and its Arabidopsis-centric perspective limits its utility for crop-focused readers.

The integration of DDR biology with crop improvement is a strength, though similar reviews exist (e.g., Manova & Gruszka, 2015; Szurman-Zubrzycka et al., 2023).
Clarity and Presentation: The writing is generally clear, but formatting inconsistencies, typos, and figure/table integration issues detract from the overall quality.
Recommendation: Major Revision. The manuscript has the potential to be a valuable resource for plant biologists and breeders, but it requires significant improvements in critical synthesis, mechanistic depth, crop-specific coverage, and presentation quality before it can be considered for publication.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, 
References are extensive and recent, but some formatting inconsistencies and missing details (e.g., page numbers, DOIs) need correction.


	

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

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

	No
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