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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 manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it contributes valuable information on the resistance potential of traditional rice varieties against Magnaporthe oryzae, the causal agent of rice blast — one of the most devastating diseases of rice worldwide. By identifying resistant and moderately resistant traditional varieties, the study provides a rich genetic resource for developing durable and broad-spectrum resistance through breeding programs. It also highlights the relevance of conserving and utilizing indigenous germplasm in the face of evolving pathogen populations and climate variability. The findings will aid plant pathologists, breeders, and geneticists in designing sustainable disease management strategies and strengthening food security initiatives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title “Evaluation of Traditional Rice Varieties for Resistance to Rice Blast under Field Conditions” is clear, concise, and scientifically appropriate. It effectively conveys the objective, target crop, trait evaluated, and experimental context.


	

	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, the abstract of the article is comprehensive and well-structured — it clearly presents the background, objective, methodology, and key findings of the study. It successfully conveys the essence of the research in a logical flow. However, a few refinements could make it more impactful and aligned with standard journal formats.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and well-founded. The study follows standard and widely accepted scientific procedures for evaluating blast resistance in rice. The methodology, including the Uniform Blast Nursery (UBN) approach, artificial inoculation, and disease scoring using the Standard Evaluation System (SES, IRRI 2014), aligns with internationally recognized protocols.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are largely sufficient and relevant, covering key foundational and regional studies on rice blast disease, traditional rice varieties, and resistance breeding. 
	

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


	Overall, the language and English quality of the manuscript are good and suitable for scholarly communication, especially in the field of agricultural and plant science research. The content is clear, logically structured, and technically sound. Scientific terminology is used appropriately, and the key ideas are well conveyed.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-organized, scientifically sound, and addresses a topic of significant importance in rice pathology and genetic improvement. The evaluation of traditional rice varieties for blast resistance under field conditions adds valuable practical insights for breeders and pathologists. The study’s design and methodology are appropriate, and the data are clearly presented and well interpreted.
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