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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This manuscript offers a comprehensive overview of transgenic (genetically modified) crops, emphasizing their significance in tackling global food security issues through improved yield, stress resistance, biofortification, and decreased pesticide application in the context of increasing population pressures. It presents a balanced view of potential advantages—such as enhancements in nutrition (for instance, Golden Rice addressing vitamin A deficiency) and environmental benefits—alongside valid concerns including gene flow, the development of resistance in pests and weeds, and health risks, thereby promoting informed discussions on sustainable agriculture. In a time when the global area dedicated to GM crops reached approximately 209.8–210 million hectares in 2024 (with ongoing expansion anticipated into 2025), such analyses play a crucial role in supporting evidence-based policy-making and enhancing public comprehension, especially in areas grappling with malnutrition and climate-related challenges. The exploration of emerging alternatives like cisgenesis and genome editing provides forward-looking insights for the advancement of precise and less contentious biotechnologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is largely appropriate as it encapsulates the dual emphasis on optimism ("futuristic hope") and caution ("concerns") pertaining to transgenic crops. Nevertheless, it tends to be somewhat informal and ambiguous ("futuristic hope" appears more promotional than objective). Suggestion for an alternative title: "Transgenic Crops: Benefits, Challenges, and Future Prospects in Addressing Global Food Security and Sustainability"
	

	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.


	The abstract provides a fairly thorough overview, encapsulating significant advantages (such as yield enhancement, stress resistance, nutritional improvement, and decreased pesticide requirements), as well as concerns (including gene flow, resistance, and toxicity/allergenicity), and future prospects (like customized varieties for extreme environments, pharmaceuticals, and biofuels). It accurately identifies transgenics as a means for biofortification where traditional breeding methods may be inadequate. Nevertheless, it places excessive emphasis on "long-lasting effects" and "viable strategy" without adequately addressing regulatory challenges or the variability in adoption rates. 
Suggestions:
 Incorporate a brief reference to the current global scale of adoption (for instance, over 200 million hectares in recent years) to substantiate claims with empirical data. Explicitly mention emerging alternatives (such as cisgenesis and genome editing), as these are discussed later in the manuscript. Consider removing or moderating overly optimistic language like "exceeding population necessitates an increased rate" (which is somewhat awkward) and clarify that concerns remain despite the outlined benefits. Ensure consistency: the abstract notes reduced environmental impact and increased farmer income, which is supported but could benefit from referencing meta-analyses for enhanced credibility.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript effectively conveys scientifically accurate information regarding transgenic development techniques (such as Agrobacterium-mediated and biolistic methods), notable examples (including Bt crops, Golden Rice, and Roundup Ready), and associated concerns (like gene flow, superweeds, and non-target effects). The tables that enumerate traits, techniques, and references are beneficial and predominantly accurate (for instance, Rainbow papaya for PRSV resistance and Innate potato developed through RNAi). The discussions surrounding biofortification and malnutrition statistics are consistent with recognized sources (such as WHO and FAO data on vitamin A and iron deficiencies). Nevertheless, there are some inaccuracies or elements that are outdated: Global GM area statistics presented in figures and tables seem to be outdated (for example, stating "thirty nations" is an underestimation; recent data indicates 27–32 countries cultivating GM crops over approximately 209.8 million hectares in 2024). Statements like "reduced the need for pesticides" are generally accurate for Bt crops, yet they can differ based on the specific trait or crop; herbicide-tolerant crops may sometimes lead to an increase in herbicide application. The timeline for cisgenics, which states it "first appeared around 2015," lacks precision; the underlying concepts originated earlier, with commercial instances emerging from the mid-2000s onward. There are minor factual inaccuracies (for example, "PSRV resistance papaya" should correctly be referred to as PRSV; some references are either repeated or slightly misdated). In summary, while the fundamental scientific principles are sound, incorporating more recent data would enhance the manuscript's credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list, comprising approximately 100 citations, is adequate in terms of quantity and encompasses both seminal works from the 1980s to the 2000s as well as more contemporary studies up to around 2022, such as James (2021) regarding GM status. It features essential sources related to Golden Rice, Bt crops, biofortification, and safety. Nevertheless, a significant number of these references are dated prior to 2015, and the manuscript is deficient in the latest global reviews on adoption and safety that have emerged post-2022. 
Recommendations for supplementary references include: 
ISAAA Brief 57 or pertinent updates from 2024/2025 concerning the global status of GM crops, for instance, the reported 209.8 million hectares in 2024. Cheng X. et al. (2024). Trends in the global commercialization of genetically modified crops in 2023. 
Journal of Integrative Agriculture. This source provides insights into updated adoption trends. Kole C. et al. (2025). Benefits, concerns, and sustainable alternatives to genetically modified crops from a global and Indian perspective.
 The Plant Genome. This review offers a balanced examination of recent developments, emphasizing alternatives such as genome editing. Bekele-Alemu A. (2025). 
Rethinking progress: harmonizing the discourse on genetically modified crops. Frontiers in Plant Science. This work addresses public apprehensions and seeks common ground. 
Additionally, recent meta-analyses concerning environmental impacts should be included; for example, while Klümper & Qaim (2014) is referenced, it is advisable to incorporate updates from 2020 to 2025 that focus on pesticide reduction and yield improvements.
	

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


	The quality of the English language is moderate; however, it necessitates considerable enhancement for academic publication. There are numerous grammatical mistakes, such as using "collate with" instead of "collaboration with," substituting "argue" for "argument," the phrase "transcend nine billion" being awkward, and the term "copious DNA recombinant techniques." Additionally, there are typographical errors, including "PSRV" instead of "PRSV" and inconsistent capitalization. The phrasing is often awkward, exemplified by the expression "long lasting effects for developed traits in collate with crops advanced by selective breeding," and there are instances of run-on sentences. While the scientific terminology is largely accurate, the overall flow and clarity are compromised due to repetitive ideas and abrupt transitions. The manuscript would greatly benefit from professional editing to improve its readability, precision, and academic tone. A major revision of the language is strongly advised.
	

	Optional/General comments


	-
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	The manuscript lacks any declaration regarding competing interests, funding sources, or author affiliations, which represents a significant oversight for a review addressing a contentious subject such as GM crops. There is no clear indication of undisclosed conflicts (for instance, connections to biotech firms, seed companies, or advocacy organizations). The tone appears favorable towards transgenics (for example, highlighting advantages related to food scarcity and prospective uses in medicines and biofuels), yet it supports its assertions with citations and addresses potential concerns. To comply with publication criteria (such as those set by numerous journals), the authors ought to include a definitive statement concerning competing interests and funding.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No instances of plagiarism are suspected. Comprehensive searches for the precise title, distinctive phrases (for instance, "The present study investigates the potential and concerns of transgenic crops to diminish food scarcity in the near future"; "transgenics were developed in numerous crops for various traits through copious DNA recombinant techniques"), and specific content have not produced any direct matches or instances of copied full-text sources. While there are similar review articles concerning transgenic crops (such as those discussing benefits/concerns, Golden Rice, Bt crops, and biofortification), none replicate the structure, wording, tables (for example, Table 1 on intragenic/cisgenic examples, Table 2 on techniques), figure descriptions, or the combination of topics (such as detailed malnutrition statistics alongside methods like floral dip) found in this manuscript. The references cited are used appropriately, and the content appears to be original, likely representing an unpublished or student/preprint-style review that synthesizes common knowledge within the field. There are no web links that suggest the material has been copied from published papers, theses, or online sources.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	 “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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Major Revision: (>7-8)
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