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	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 of utmost interest to scientists, as it attempts to assimilate the latest breakthroughs in applying CRISPR-based methods to curb oncogene addiction in colorectal cancer (CRC). Through the systematic review of preclinical and early clinical studies, a comprehensive understanding about the ability of precision gene editing to break down key oncogenic pathways such as MAPK/ERK, restore normal gene function, pharmaceutical efficacy in conjunction with other treatment modalities, has been developed. The review sheds light on new approaches, such as base- and prime-editing, CRISPR interference, and CRISPR-engineered immune cells, that can ultimately help defeat drug resistance and improve patient outcomes. Further, by analyzing present limitations, including delivery challenges, off-target effects, and ethical issues, this study dispenses a pathway for future translational studies and guides scientists, clinicians, and policymakers toward the timely and effective adoption of CRISPR therapies for CRC management.
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	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.


	1. Structural clarity

The abstract in its present state reads like a condensed mini-review. Many facts of a technical nature are packed one after the other. Though these details are valuable, an abstract should move logically - background, objective, methods, key results, conclusion - without overwhelming the reader.

Breaking the sentences by separating methods from results will improve readability.

2. Balance of detail

Some numbers ("60-80%, in preclinical CRC models," "90% editing efficiency in organoids") are quite specific for scientific credibility, but too many percentages may bombard the reader in an abstract. 

Consider keeping a couple of the most striking statistics in the abstract and moving the others into the main text.

Ethical/regulatory challenges are briefly mentioned; a brief discussion of their clinical relevance would enhance the conclusion.

3. Missing elements

Future CRC therapy is not strongly implied; rather, the conclusion ends with a very conditional statement but doesn't cement the clinical impact.

Since it's a review, perhaps briefly stating the search criteria (databases, time frame, etc.) will be helpful for transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Now this manuscript is conceptually sound and appropriate scientifically, but some quantitative claims (such as fixed percentages of tumour reduction, editing efficiency, off-target rates) are overstated or remain uncited. They require being softened, specifying particular references wherever possible, and clarifying the context (model type, delivery method). When figures are all supported and phrasing altered accordingly, their scientific veracity becomes intact.
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