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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The importance of manuscript are enormous,it gives the the in silico analysis of rice.
It also reveals the importance of the study in breeding program.
Using NCBI tools to mine the study is a good one.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes,thought are little mistakes which I have carefully listed in my comment doc
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes,the outline and information passed is scientifically correct 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not consistent with APA style 7th edition and are not recent.
It needs to be updated 
	

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


	Yes,except for few corrections I made in my comments for possible corrections 
	

	Optional/General comments


	It's a good job when correction are made
1. Grammar and Language Issues

Mistake: “Though this study, we aimed to understand the its properties and function”

Correction: “Through this study, we aimed to understand its properties and functions.”

Mistake: “thewe have characterized bHLH protein”

Correction: “we have characterized the bHLH protein.”

Mistake: “Utilizing Deeplock2.0, the sub-cellular localization of bHLH protein was accurately predicted”

Correction: “Using Deeploc 2.0, the subcellular localization of the bHLH protein was predicted.”

Mistake: “More over half of the world’s population…”

Correction: “Moreover, half of the world’s population…”

Mistake: “significant crops (Carretero-Paulet et al., 2010).” – citation formatting inconsistent.

Correction: Maintain uniform APA style: “significant crops (Carretero-Paulet et al., 2010).”

2. Formatting and Typographical Errors

Mistake: “bHLH proteinat the WGL47969 locus”

Correction: “bHLH protein at the WGL47969 locus.”

Mistake: “5072% random coils” (Table 4 section)

Correction: “50.72% random coils.”

Mistake: “Predction of Phosphorylation site”

Correction: “Prediction of Phosphorylation site.”

Mistake: “Localizatin” in Table 8

Correction: “Localization.”

Mistake: “bHLHoryza sativa indica”

Correction: “bHLH protein of Oryza sativa indica.”

Mistake: “Assymetric unit”

Correction: “Asymmetric unit.”

3. Consistency Problems

Protein Naming: Sometimes written as “bHLH,” sometimes “bHLH protein,” and once “bHLHoryza sativa indica.”

Correction: Consistently use “bHLH protein (Oryza sativa indica).”

Tool Names: “Protparam,” “ProtParamExPasy,” “Protparam tool” appear inconsistently.

Correction: Use one correct format: “ProtParam (ExPASy).”

Section numbering:

Section 3.1 has subsections 3.1.1 to 3.1.9, but later subsections restart at 3.1 again instead of 3.3, 3.4, etc.

Correction: Reorder headings consistently (3.1 → 3.2 → 3.3…).

4. Scientific Inconsistencies

Mistake: Abstract says the protein is “non-polar” because of negative GRAVY.

Correction: Negative GRAVY indicates the protein is hydrophilic/polar, not non-polar.

Mistake: “Extended strands and beta sheets make up the majority” (secondary structure section) – but Table 4 shows majority random coil (50.72%).

Correction: Should state: “Random coils make up the majority, followed by alpha helices (38.41%) and extended strands (10.14%).”

Mistake: Instability index interpretation – text says protein is unstable but still described as “thermally stable and hydrophobic.” These need clarification.

Correction: Separate biological stability (instability index) from thermal stability (aliphatic index) for accuracy.

5. Reference Issues

Some references are duplicated (e.g., Panda & Chandra, 2012).

Some are missing years in-text (e.g., “According to Li et al., there are predicted to be 177 bHLH genes…” should be “Li et al., 2006”).

Formatting inconsistent (APA requires italics for journal names, correct spacing after initials).

Also, using of outdated references.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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