
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	PLANT CELL BIOTECHNOLOGY AND MOLECULAR BIOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_PCBMB_15912

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	CRISPR/Cas9 Applications for Developing Disease-Resistant Crop Varieties

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE





PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

[bookmark: _GoBack]
	
	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 reviews an important topic in contemporary crop biotechnology and provides broad coverage of CRISPR/Cas-mediated disease-resistance strategies. However, the current presentation is largely descriptive, with considerable repetition across sections and insufficient critical comparison of experimentally validated applications, resistance durability, agronomic trade-offs and field-level evidence. The figures and comparative tables require strengthening, while the bibliography contains inconsistencies that warrant systematic verification. I recommend major revision. The authors should substantially restructure the review, improve evidence-based synthesis, clarify its novelty relative to existing reviews and verify all references before the manuscript can be reconsidered for publication.
	




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
	3
	

	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
	3

	

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

	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
	2
The manuscript’s background is scientifically relevant and logically structured, but it needs stronger critical framing and a more explicit research gap. The Introduction establishes the importance of crop diseases, outlines limitations of conventional resistance breeding, introduces CRISPR/Cas9, and identifies the review’s scope. However, it currently reads more as a general introduction to the technology than as a compelling justification for why this particular review is needed.
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The literature review is extensive, but breadth alone does not establish critical depth. The manuscript frequently explains the same biological rationale in different sections instead of building a progressive argument from molecular mechanism to experimental validation and practical deployment.
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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

	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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.
	OK
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Clearly identifies the scope, major editing strategies and challenges. However, it is largely descriptive and does not establish the review's distinctive contribution, selection criteria for literature, or principal comparative insights.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

This review examines CRISPR/Cas9-mediated disease resistance in crop plants by comparing major target-selection and editing strategies, representative crop–pathogen applications, and their associated biological and translational limitations. Particular emphasis is placed on susceptibility-gene modification, regulatory-region editing, multiplex approaches, resistance durability, agronomic trade-offs, and validation requirements. Emerging CRISPR platforms are considered in relation to their potential to address limitations of conventional editing. By integrating mechanistic evidence with application-level constraints, the review aims to identify priorities for developing disease-resistant crop varieties that combine effective resistance with agronomic performance. Its scientific foundation is acceptable, and a complete rewrite is not necessarily required. The priority is to strengthen the problem statement, establish a defensible research gap, define the review’s distinctive contribution, and align the objectives with the actual depth of analysis in the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

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

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

	No
	


Reviewer details:
Kinjal Mondal, Maharana Pratap University of Agriculture and Technology, India
Page 3 of 4
V240326


