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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.


	The manuscript addresses a significant research area focusing on early seedling vigour (ESV) in rice genotypes under both laboratory and direct-seeded field conditions. As direct-seeded rice (DSR) cultivation gains importance for resource-efficient and sustainable production, identifying genotypes with strong ESV becomes critical for improving establishment and yield stability. This study contributes valuable data on genotype performance, correlation among vigour traits, and PCA-based variability, providing insights for breeding programs targeting DSR adaptability. The findings are therefore relevant to plant physiologists, breeders, and agronomists engaged in rice improvement under changing cultivation practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the study’s objectives and scope.
(Optional alternative suggestion): Comparative Assessment of Early Seedling Vigour in Rice (Oryza sativa L.) Genotypes under Laboratory and Direct-Seeded Field Conditions.


	

	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 abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, summarizing objectives, methods, key results, and conclusions effectively. It clearly communicates the essence of the study. However, a slight refinement in sentence flow and consistency in reporting units (e.g., “days after sowing”) would enhance readability. No major additions or deletions are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate experimental design, statistical analysis, and interpretation of results. The methodology is well-detailed, and the conclusions are supported by data. The inclusion of PCA and correlation analyses strengthens the analytical depth. Minor improvements can be made in standardizing data presentation and refining a few methodological descriptions (e.g., mention of replications, environmental conditions during field trials).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and relevant, covering both classical and recent studies. Inclusion of more recent references (2022–2024) focusing on ESV in direct-seeded rice could further strengthen the literature review. For instance, papers highlighting the physiological and genomic basis of seedling vigour in modern DSR genotypes may be considered.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear and precise English, suitable for scholarly publication. A few minor grammatical corrections and stylistic refinements (sentence flow and consistency in tense) may further improve readability, but overall the language quality is good.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and tables are relevant and well-organized; ensure that legends are self-explanatory.

· The Discussion section effectively connects results with existing literature; minor tightening of repetitive sentences is advised.

· The conclusion could briefly highlight potential breeding implications or future research directions, such as validation of promising genotypes under multi-location trials.

· The overall presentation is good and aligns well with the objectives of the study.
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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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