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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.
	This paper helps the scientific community by giving a structured risk assessment of genetically modified Metarhizium for controlling malaria. It brings together expert knowledge and a systems-based approach to deal with the unknowns in new biotechnologies. The study enhances comprehension of possible ecological and public health effects while facilitating informed decision-making. It also sets the stage for future research and policy-making.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
However, the explicit hypotheses are not clearly stated, which makes the study framework a little less precise.
Suggestion : Instead of just giving a general goal, the author could give testable or measurable hypotheses like: (i) the overall risk of releasing Mp-Hybrid is low, (ii) ecological risks are thought to have bigger effects than chances, or (iii) expert knowledge has a big effect on how people see risk.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
However, adding a few more recent references (from the last 2–3 years), especially on new biotechnologies and environmental risk frameworks, would make it even stronger.
Suggestions :
1. Vector control & public health
World Health Organization. (2023). WHO malaria policy advisory group (MPAG) meeting report.
2. Emerging biotechnologies & gene drive approaches
World Health Organization. (2021). Guidance framework for testing genetically modified mosquitoes.
Devos, Y., et al. (2022). Risk management recommendations for environmental releases of gene drive modified insects. Biotechnology Advances.
National Academies of Sciences. (2016). Gene drives on the horizon.
3. Environmental risk & governance
Christoforou, T. (2012). Genetically modified organisms in European Union law.
4. Socio-economic & public engagement
Kuzma, J., & Grieger, K. (2020). Community-led governance for gene-edited crops. Science.
Jimenez, J., et al. (2022). Public engagement with biotechnology. GEN Biotechnology.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        4
The results are mostly easy to understand, thanks to the right use of tables, figures, and structured subsections. But some descriptions could be made clearer by making them shorter, better highlighting the most important findings, and making sure that figures and tables are always referenced the same way.
1. “3.1.3.1 Probability” appears twice (for probability and consequences). 
2. “Risk assessment involved estimating the probability of hazards occurring…” (repetitive and unclear).
Suggestion: "Expert scores were used to figure out how likely each identified hazard was to happen."
3. The text repeats values that are already in Table 3. Instead, it should focus on giving a summary of the main findings, like the most important risk factors and overall trends, and tell readers to look at Table 3 for more information.
4. It should be clearer what the key results are: the overall risk is very low (R = 0.118), and most hazards have a low chance of happening and moderate effects.
5. Figure descriptions should do more than just show the figure; they should also briefly explain what the results mean in a scientific way and add one or two sentences to explain why the results are important.
6. “…overall probability of occurrence.” Is redundant and should be : “…overall probability.”
7. Article misuse or omission. “resulted in low overall consequence score” Correct: resulted in a low overall consequence score” 
8. Use phrases like "In addition," "Furthermore," or "Following this analysis..." to make the writing flow better.
9. Instead of saying "This graph provides an overview…” say "This figure shows the hazards with the highest estimated consequences."

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	           4
Tables and figures are useful and relevant, but they would be better if their labels were clearer, they were easier to read, and their captions were shorter and more descriptive.
1. Table 3 is too complicated. To make it easier to read, cut down the number of columns to just the most important ones (RHS, P, and C) and move the variance and SD to a separate table or extra material.
2. In some cases, tables and figures show up without any prior mention or context, which can break up the flow and make it harder for readers to understand what they're for.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	              5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	               5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	                5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	                4
The suggestions have been made above.

	

	15. 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

1. Awkward phrasing
“Risk assessment involved estimating the probability of hazards occurring…”
Suggestion: “This study provides a comprehensive risk assessment…”
2. Redundancy
“potential risks associated with the environmental release…” (repeated multiple times)
Suggestion : Avoid repetition by varying expressions, using alternatives like “risks associated with release,” “potential impacts of release,” and “overall probability of occurrence.”
3. Wordiness / heavy sentences
“In the absence of empirical data on the environmental release…”
Suggestion: Use a more concise phrasing: “Due to the lack of empirical data on environmental release…”.
4. Minor grammar issue
“experts assessed the probability… and magnitude of consequences”
Correct: “experts assessed the probability… and the magnitude of consequences”
5. Repetitive sentence structures
Suggestion: Improve sentence variety by using alternatives such as “Findings indicate that…” or “Analysis shows…” instead of repeatedly starting with “This study…,” “Experts…,” or “The results…”.
6. Extra spaces before punctuation
Suggestion : Remove extra spaces before punctuation: “Table 2: Probability of occurrence…” and “Figure 1: Ranking of identified risks…”.
7. Missing or inconsistent italics (scientific names)
Metarhizium sometimes not italicized
Suggeestion: Ensure consistency by always italicizing scientific names, e.g., Metarhizium pingshaense.
8. Inconsistent use of parentheses
Suggestion : Correct inconsistent parentheses by using a standard citation format: “Scholte et al. (2005)”.




	





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.
	         Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

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

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

	     No.
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript is relevant and well-written, and it uses the right expert elicitation method. But it needs some small changes, such as making sure the formatting is consistent, fixing problems with citations and punctuation, making things clearer, and adding more information to the figure and table captions. After making a few small changes, it is ready to be published.



	




Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Bertin Mikolo, Marien Ngouabi University, Republic of the Congo

Page 4 of 4
V240326


