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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 manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by addressing the critical challenge of climate change-driven drought stress on tea production in Bangladesh, the world's 11th largest tea producer. The comprehensive evaluation of eight tea clones for morphological characteristics, biochemical composition (polyphenols and caffeine content), and liquor quality provides valuable data for breeding programs aimed at developing drought-tolerant cultivars that can maintain both productivity and quality under water-limited conditions. The identification of superior clones (particularly C7/ML7, C5/ML5, C4/ML4, and C11/SAU1) with balanced traits—including enhanced survival rates, higher chlorophyll content, robust root systems, and excellent liquor quality—offers practical solutions for sustaining tea production in drought-prone regions while safeguarding the livelihoods of tea farmers and the economic viability of the industry. Furthermore, the study's integrative approach combining nursery evaluation, screen-house experiments, field trials, and organoleptic assessments establishes a methodological framework that can be replicated in other tea-growing regions facing similar climate challenges.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current Title: "Morphological characteristics and liquor quality of eight selected tea clones in Bangladesh"
Suggested Alternative Titles:

"Morphological and quality assessment of drought-tolerant tea clones in Bangladesh"

Shorter while capturing the drought focus
	

	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 document only contains the heading "ABSTRACT" followed immediately by keywords, with no actual abstract text present. A comprehensive abstract is essential for any scientific publication as it serves as the primary entry point for readers to understand the study's purpose, methodology, key findings, and significance. For this manuscript, I strongly recommend developing a structured abstract of approximately 200-250 words that includes the following elements: (1) Background/Context - briefly state the challenge of drought stress on tea production in Bangladesh and the need for drought-tolerant clones; (2) Objectives - clearly mention that the study aimed to evaluate eight selected tea clones for morphological characteristics, biochemical composition, and liquor quality under different moisture conditions; (3) Methodology - concisely describe that clones were evaluated in nursery, screen-house, and field conditions with two soil moisture treatments (100% and 70% field capacity), and that liquor quality was assessed through organoleptic testing; (4) Key Results - highlight the superior performance of specific clones (C7/ML7, C5/ML5, C4/ML4, and C11/SAU1) in terms of survival rate, chlorophyll content, morphological traits, biochemical composition (polyphenol and caffeine levels), and liquor quality ratings; and (5) Conclusion/Implications - emphasize the potential of the identified clones for sustainable tea production in drought-prone regions. The abstract should be self-contained, avoiding citations and abbreviations where possible, and written to attract readers interested in climate-resilient crop breeding, tea production, and agricultural sustainability in South Asia.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript has several scientific and methodological issues that need to be addressed before it can be considered scientifically rigorous. The most critical concern is the lack of statistical analysis, as the manuscript presents data without statistical testing, standard deviations, error bars, p-values, or ANOVA results. Claims such as "significant diversity" or comparisons between clones are made without statistical validation, which is scientifically unacceptable. Additionally, the drought tolerance evaluation is incomplete; while the study aims to assess drought tolerance with two moisture treatments (70% vs. 100% field capacity), the results section does not clearly compare clone performance under both moisture conditions. The conclusion claims that C4 and C5 "may possess enhanced tolerance," but comparative data supporting this assertion is not adequately presented. The methodology lacks clear information about randomization, replication structure, plot/pot arrangement, and experimental design, making it difficult to assess the validity of results. Data presentation is incomplete, with figures and tables referenced (including Table 1 with liquor ratings) but actual numerical data often missing or only partially described. Several references contain placeholder DOIs (https://doi.org/10.xxxxx), indicating the reference list is unfinished. The treatment description stating "normal watering (100% field capacity) with a supplementary watering (70% field capacity)" is confusing and should clearly indicate two separate treatments. To improve scientific rigor, the authors should conduct proper statistical analysis (ANOVA, post-hoc tests, correlation analysis) for all quantitative data, present comparative data clearly showing clone performance under both moisture regimes, include standard errors/deviations and statistical significance indicators, provide complete tables with raw or summary data, clarify experimental design with details on replication, randomization and controls, write a comprehensive abstract, complete all reference citations, and add discussion of limitations and sources of experimental error.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is moderately sufficient but has significant limitations that need to be addressed. While the manuscript includes 30 references spanning from 2001 to 2022, several critical issues exist. First, multiple references contain placeholder DOIs (https://doi.org/10.xxxxx), including Ahmed et al. (2014, 2019), Das et al. (2021), Baruah et al. (2017), Han et al. (2018), Mao et al. (2017), and Zhang et al. (2018), suggesting these citations may be incomplete, incorrectly formatted, or potentially fabricated, which must be corrected. Second, given that the study was conducted from 2021-2024, the references should include more recent literature, particularly from 2020-2024, especially regarding climate change impacts on tea production, advances in drought tolerance assessment, and recent developments in tea biochemistry and breeding. Third, the manuscript lacks sufficient methodological references for key techniques such as organoleptic assessment procedures, biochemical analysis methods (polyphenol and caffeine quantification), SPAD meter chlorophyll measurement validation, and statistical analysis approaches for multi-clone evaluation studies. The discussion would benefit from additional recent references on: (1) climate-resilient tea breeding programs in South Asia (2020-2024); (2) morpho-physiological traits associated with drought tolerance in Camellia sinensis; (3) genotype × environment interactions in tea under water stress; (4) recent advances in tea quality evaluation combining biochemical and sensory analyses; (5) molecular markers for drought tolerance in tea; and (6) economic impacts of climate change on tea industries in Bangladesh and neighboring countries. 
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