	Journal Name:
	PLANT CELL BIOTECHNOLOGY AND MOLECULAR BIOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_PCBMB_15793

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Standardization of an In vitro Callus Induction Protocol Using Nodal Explants of Maize (Zea mays L.): An Elite Inbred Line

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study



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.
	By developing a dependable and effective tissue culture methodology for elite maize inbred lines—which are infamously resistant to in vitro regeneration—this manuscript tackles a significant barrier in plant biotechnology. The technique offers researchers a practical substitute for immature embryos, which are extremely seasonal and labor-intensive to separate, by standardizing callus induction especially from nodal explants. Improving this procedure speeds up the creation of CRISPR-edited and genetically modified maize, directly assisting international initiatives for crop development and food security. In the end, these results provide the scientific community with a highly reproducible framework that can be modified for high-throughput transformation procedures  in  cereal  crops  and  functional
genomics.
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	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 study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, title clear and appropriate for the study. Good=4
	


Review Form (Research)
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	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
	Yes, abstract of the article comprehensive. Good=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
	Yes, the keywords appropriate and useful. Good=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
	Yes, background information of the paper sufficient and well organized.
Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated. Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, literature review relevant and up to date. Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, research methodology appropriate for the study.
Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, ethical issues properly addressed. Good=4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, results presented clearly. Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary.
Excellent=5
	

	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
	Yes, discussion relate findings to existing literature Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, conclusions supported by the data Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, limitations of the study discussed Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, references relevant and sufficient Good=4
	

	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
	Yes, manuscript written in clear and understandable language
Good=4
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	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, the title of the article is suitable.
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article comprehensive. This abstract and study is good and innovative so no need for any suggestion
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, this study according to scientific format references, methodology all data and headings according to scientific format.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references sufficient and recent.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Yes, English language of the article is suitable for scholarly communication.
	




Reviewer details:

Hafiza Ayesha Andleeb, The University of Lahore, Pakistan

