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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.


	This study is important as it identifies wheat genotypes with superior drought tolerance using PEG-induced stress, providing key insights into their germination and seedling performance. The findings provide valuable insights for breeders to develop drought-resistant wheat varieties. Such work supports global efforts to sustain wheat production under increasing water scarcity and changing climate conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, it can be slightly improved for clarity:
   Assessment of wheat genotypes for drought tolerance using PEG 6000
	

	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.


	No, it is not comprehensive and could be further refined for better clarity by presenting the information in a proper order.
A. Suggestions for Additions: 
i. Start with the challenge of drought stress in wheat production and its impact on food security.
ii. Then explain the study aimed to assess wheat genotypes for drought tolerance under PEG-induced stress.
iii. Add the methodology concisely (number of genotypes, stress levels, experimental design)
iv. Summarize key findings by mentioning the names of the top two tolerant and sensitive genotypes. 
v. At last, conclude how these findings can support drought-resilient crop development.
B. Suggestions for Deletions:
i. Detailed location and department information should be deleted. It is a part of methodology.
ii. The detail of PEG concentrations is not necessary in the abstract; just say “different PEG 6000 concentrations.
iii. For experimental design details, just say the experiment followed a factorial completely randomized design
iv. Redundancy in the conclusion should be deleted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the finding is correct. However, the methodology is not well-structured. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, although research has been conducted on wheat, the author has made minimal effort in latest citation in the manuscript.
	

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


	No, many minor and major grammatical mistakes need to be improved.
	

	Optional/General comments


	You are hereby advised to rewrite the abstract, title of the manuscript, and correct grammatical mistakes to improve the quality of the manuscript.

Also, answer the question that I have raised.
1. Please make sure the manuscript complies with the journal’s formatting requirements before submission. Several formatting issues were observed.
2. Numerous corrections have been highlighted in red throughout the manuscript; these need to be corrected.

3. The abstract should be properly revised as per the given suggestions
4. The introduction should be cited with recent reference here nothing cited after 2011.
5. THE MATERIALS AND METHODS SECTION REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT:
a. It should be clarified whether the experiment was conducted in a seed germinator or under open environmental conditions. If it was conducted in a germinator, the specific conditions should be mentioned.
b. Provide more information about the PEG-induced stress levels and measurement procedures.
6. The table headings are not sufficiently descriptive or accurate.
7. Remove redundancy. A histogram is added for each table; use only one where necessary. 

8. The conclusion clearly identifies tolerant genotypes but should use genotype names instead of numbers for clarity. 
9. The recommendation for breeding use is appropriate; however, the authors should acknowledge that the results are based on laboratory PEG-induced stress and require field validation before practical application.
10. The cited references are not formatted uniformly; please correct them and check for any missing references.
11. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors throughout the text. Careful proofreading and editing are required to improve clarity, readability, and overall language quality.
Overall Impression: The manuscript requires substantial revisions to meet publication standards.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

   No  
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