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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 is a crucial research area because rice is a staple food for millions of people globally and understanding how rice genotypes respond to salt is an important food security concern. Salt is an abiotic factor that limits rice production and thus, advancing understanding in how rice genotypes differ in their morphology, biochemistry, and genetic reaction to salinity is crucial for spearheading breeding programs aimed at developing salt-tolerant rice varieties. Ultimately, this work contributes to global food security efforts by developing rice varieties that supports sustainable rice production in salt prone environments. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable because it is well-defined, precise and captures the main focus of the research.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The structure of the abstract is well-define since it provided the aim, place and duration, methodology, results and conclusions. The aim was clear, specific varieties were mentioned, and it also highlights both genotype and phenotype differences. However, the methodology should be more concise, give a little more detail and grammatically improved. The author must pay attention to grammar and spelling issues, for instance “were studies” should have been “were studied”, etc. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The manuscript introduces the topic very well highlighting the study’s focus, challenges of issues with salinity, and significance of the research. The materials and methods session are well presented considering phenotypic evaluation, biochemical analysis, and other forms of measurements. Also, the results and discussion are well presented with clear images and diagrams. Besides, the manuscript presents a well-crafted conclusion for the study. Finally, the in-text references are appropriately indicated, as well as the reference list. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references were cited appropriately and sufficient. However, some of the references are too old and those should be replaced with references within the last five years. For instance, “Dabravolski, S. A., & Isayenkov, S. V. (2023). The role of anthocyanins in plant tolerance to drought and salt stresses. Plants, 12(13), 2558”, “Li, G., Guo, X., Sun, Y., Gangurde, S. S., Zhang, K., Weng, F., ... & Zhao, C. (2024). Physiological and biochemical mechanisms underlying the role of anthocyanin in acquired tolerance to salt stress in peanut (Arachis hypogaea L.). Frontiers in Plant Science, 15, 1368260”, etc. and other modern references should be used to replace the old references. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The quality of language is scholarly but needs grammatical enhancements. I will suggest that the author use the Grammarly application to enhance grammatical construction and scholarly presentation. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Although the purpose of the study was clearly stated, the statement of the objectives is not concise. The objectives should be stated to be more concise and sharper. The objectives should streamline because it was restated several times, improve on the transitions and flow since some sections jumps abruptly, and improve clarity of scope of the introduction. For instance, “osmolytes” is a crucial component of the study and thus, it should be described further. Generally, the presentation should be enhance grammatically. 
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