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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.
	Since soil salinization is one of the major processes of soil degradation, studies investigating plant responses to salinity at different developmental stages and phenological phases are of great importance. In this context, the physiological, biochemical, agronomic, and gene expression analyses presented in this study contribute to a better understanding of the mechanisms by which exogenous proline application enhances salt tolerance in rice cultivars with different levels of salinity resistance. The findings are valuable from both scientific and practical perspectives, providing useful information for rice growers, plant physiologists, plant breeders, and researchers involved in developing salt-tolerant cultivars. Furthermore, the results may contribute to the optimization of agricultural management practices in salt-affected regions and support the development of sustainable strategies for maintaining rice productivity under increasing soil salinity and changing climatic conditions.
	


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 study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title reflects the objective and scope of the study.
	

	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
	4 

It is well structured, but it should place more emphasis on the element of novelty
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
I would recommend introducing the term “salinity tolerance” for better visibility.
	

	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
	4

Some statements are repeated, so they could be simplified.
	

	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
	5
Yes, the objectives are clearly defined.
	

	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
The review is relevant and includes recent references, although several important recent studies (2023–2025) could be incorporated.
	

	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
	4
I recommend a more detailed description of the gene expression analysis.
	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	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 generally clear; however, some descriptions could be more condensed.


	

	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
Yes, they are relevant because the tables contain the summarized results.
	

	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
	4
A more applied discussion highlighting the novelty of the results would add value to the article.
	

	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
The conclusions are consistent with the experimental results.
	

	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
The inclusion of a separate limitations section helps strengthen the quality of the manuscript.


	

	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 number of references is sufficient; however, an improvement would be the inclusion of more recent, high-impact literature.
	

	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
	3
The manuscript is understandable; however, it requires significant English language revision. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, repetitions, and terminological inconsistencies that affect the clarity and readability of the text.
	


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.
	The abstract should more clearly include the main methodology and key quantitative results, rather than only general statements, in order to improve clarity. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
Overall, the experimental design and conclusions are scientifically sound; however, additional clarification is needed in the methodology, particularly regarding gene expression analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The number of references is adequate; however, it would be beneficial to include more recent and relevant studies (2023–2025) to strengthen the literature support.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
No ethical issues were identified; as this is a plant-based study, ethical approval is not required in this context.
	


Reviewer details:

Pastia Maria Cătălina, “Gheorghe Asachi” Technical University of Iași, Romania
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