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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important agricultural problem because salinity is a major abiotic stress affecting rice production, particularly during the seedling stage.

The use of hydroponic screening provides a controlled approach for evaluating salt response among rice genotypes.

The study combines morphological, physiological, biochemical and ionic traits, which provides a broader characterization of salinity response than assessment based only on visual salt-injury scores.

The observed associations between salt injury and SOD, CAT, proline and Na⁺/K⁺ ratio may be useful for identifying traits associated with seedling-stage salt tolerance.

However, the manuscript requires major revision because several methodological details, statistical aspects, internal numerical statements, table/figure references and language issues need clarification before the findings can be evaluated conclusively.
	


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
	4/5
The title is clear and appropriately reflects the study. It could be retained.
	

	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
	4/5
The abstract provides the objective, experimental design, major traits and principal correlations. However, the methodology and statistical approach should be described more precisely, and all numerical information should be checked against the main text.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5
The keywords are relevant but insufficient. Only “Salinity, association, genotypes” are provided. Additional keywords such as rice, salinity tolerance, hydroponic screening, antioxidant enzymes, proline, Na⁺/K⁺ ratio would improve indexing.
	

	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
	3/5

The introduction provides relevant information concerning salinity, osmotic stress, ROS, antioxidant defence, proline and ion homeostasis. However, the research gap and rationale for performing correlation analysis should be stated more explicitly.
	

	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
	3/5

The objective is present but very briefly stated. The authors should clearly specify whether the principal objective is genotype screening, identification of associated traits, or both.


	

	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
	3/5

Several recent references are included, but the literature review needs better organization and stronger linkage between cited studies and the specific research question. Bibliographic details also require careful verification.
	

	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
	3/5

Hydroponic screening and Pearson correlation analysis are appropriate for the stated exploratory objective. However, important methodological details are insufficiently described, including experimental unit, number of plants per replication, sampling procedure, biochemical assay protocols and statistical assumptions.
	

	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
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5-The principal results are understandable, but descriptive statistics are limited. There is also an important numerical inconsistency regarding the number of genotypes classified with salt-injury score
	

	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
	3/5

The correlation heat map is relevant. However, table numbering and cross-referencing require correction. The manuscript refers to the nutrient-solution composition as Table 2, while the genotype salt-injury table is also designated Table 2.
	

	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
	3/5

The discussion appropriately relates antioxidant activity, proline and Na⁺/K⁺ ratio to salinity response. However, the discussion should be more critical and should avoid interpreting correlation as evidence of causation.
	

	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
	3/5

The principal conclusions generally correspond to the reported correlations and salt-injury scores. However, statements suggesting that particular traits “contribute to” tolerance should be made more cautiously because the analysis is correlational and limited to the seedling stage.
	

	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
	2/5

Limitations are insufficiently discussed. The authors should explicitly acknowledge the two-replication design, hydroponic conditions, seedling-stage assessment, limited genotype number, single final salinity level and correlational nature of the analysis.
	

	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
	3/5

The manuscript contains several relevant references, including recent literature. However, references cited in the text should be checked systematically for completeness, accuracy, relevance and consistency.
	

	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
	3/5

The scientific content is generally understandable, but extensive grammatical, punctuation, spacing, terminology and sentence-construction corrections are required throughout the manuscript.
	


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.
	NO 
Clearly state the experimental design and number of replications.

Mention the statistical method used for association analysis.

Ensure consistency in genotype names and numerical results between the abstract and Results section.

Consider adding a more precise statement of the practical significance of the findings.

Expand the keywords beyond the present three terms.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
1. Experimental replication: The manuscript states that the experiment was conducted with two replications, but the experimental unit and number of plants sampled per replication are not adequately explained. 

2. Salinity treatment: The seedlings were initially exposed to 6 dS m⁻¹ and subsequently increased to 12 dS m⁻¹. The rationale for this treatment sequence should be explained more clearly. 

3. Statistical analysis: Pearson correlation is reported, but the manuscript should provide sufficient information on sample size, assumptions and the precise observations used for calculating correlations. 

4. Correlation versus causation: The discussion should not imply that positive or negative correlations establish causal mechanisms. 

5. Genotype-count inconsistency: The manuscript states that 12 genotypes had a salt injury score of 5, but the table appears to list 13 genotypes with a score of 5. 

6. Genotype inconsistency in the text: One sentence identifies “MCM106-2-10-2-2” among the score-3 tolerant genotypes, whereas the preceding abstract identifies MCM151-3-2-1-1, MCM253-8-2-2 and IR04A115 together with FL478. The authors should verify the correct genotype classification. 

7. Table numbering: The manuscript refers to nutrient-solution components as Table 2, while the genotype salt-injury results are also presented as Table 2. This should be corrected. 

8. Figure description: The heat map should clearly indicate the exact dataset, sample size and statistical significance criteria. 

9. Measurement methodology: Protocols for CAT, SOD, proline, Na⁺ and K⁺ measurements should be described sufficiently to permit reproducibility. 

10. Units and nomenclature: Units such as dS m⁻¹ and Na⁺/K⁺ should be consistently formatted throughout. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
All citations in the text should have corresponding entries in the reference list.

Bibliographic details should be verified.

Some references appear to have incomplete or inconsistent journal information.

Older foundational references may be retained where appropriate, but their role should be clear.

The authors should verify references such as Yoshida et al., IRRI, and the screening protocol citation because the dates cited in the text and reference list should correspond exactly.

References should directly support the claims for which they are cited.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
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