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	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 paper is important scientifically and practically because:

·  evaluates SSR markers for seed germination under anaerobic circumstances to generate flood-resistant rice cultivars.

· The first complete record of genetic variation in native Bao rice in Assam using molecular markers related to germination parameters enriches Asian rice genetic databases.

· Based on the results, marker-assisted selection in breeding programs may save time and effort in producing varieties for direct sowing and difficult environmental circumstances.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The title is scientifically accurate, but it could be made more engaging by reframing it to highlight the applied objective or environmental significance.

“Molecular Validation of SSR Markers and Genetic Diversity Linked to Anaerobic Germination Tolerance in Deepwater Rice (Bao) of Assam”
	

	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, in terms of overall assessment, is very good in terms of clarity and methodology, but the following weaknesses were noted:

· It does not mention the number of individuals in the sample at the beginning of the abstract.

· Some sentences could be shortened to reduce the length of the results section.

· The study's limitations are not indicated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Likes good
· The article is based on sound scientific principles in terms of experimental design, selection of genetic material, and application of established protocols for DNA extraction and SSR analysis. The researcher also employed appropriate statistical and methodological analyses (such as linear regression and cluster analysis) to investigate the relationship between molecular markers and anaerobic germination trait.

· The results are logical and consistent with previous literature, demonstrating the validity of the experimental procedures and the accuracy of the scientific interpretation.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references are sufficient and well-updated, including studies from 2010 to 2025, reflecting the researcher's monitoring of recent developments in the field of anaerobic germination and molecular markers (SSR/QTL) in agriculture.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	· The English language is grammatically correct and contains few errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is comprehensive in terms of design and results, but it needs:

· A clear explanation of the research hypotheses in the introduction.

· The number of biological replicates per experiment is not stated.

· It is not clear whether the data underwent homogeneity tests.

· A table showing the complete list of SSRs used with their chromosomal locations in detail is missing (it is only mentioned in the text).

· The quantitative correlation between the percentage of genetic diversity and the QTL (R²) indices is weak.

· A detailed biological analysis of the reasons for the differences in cultivar behavior is lacking (it is only mentioned in general terms).

· A paragraph on the limitations of future research should be added in the conclusion.
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