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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 explores the early-stage screening of rice seedlings for drought tolerance using mannitol-induced osmotic stress. Evaluation at the seedling level provides a practical approach for identifying drought-responsive genotypes. Furthermore, it offers the time-efficiency advantage over the field experiment. This approach is more valuable for breeding programs that target water-deficient environments. Additionally, this manuscript used a PCA approach to differentiate rice genotypes at the early growth stage by integrating morphological, biomass, and physiological traits. Therefore, this manuscript provides a significant approach for identifying drought-tolerant genotypes. However, inconsistencies between results and figures, insufficient details on materials and methodology, and language issues have limited the scientific impact of this study. Addressing these issues would significantly enhance the usefulness of the work for researchers and breeders working on rice drought tolerance.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable and reflects the main objectives of the study. However, it can also be improved as:

Early-Stage Screening of Drought Tolerant Rice Seedlings Using Mannitol-Induced Stress and PCA
	

	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 broadly outlines the objectives and analytical approach of the study. However, several statements are not adequately supported by the results and figures, particularly those related to genotype performance (for example, the consistent superiority of FL478 and Binnaful). Some of these claims may change following revision of the “Results” section. Therefore, the abstract should be revised after the major corrections to ensure it accurately reflects the validated findings of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, the manuscript is not scientifically correct.

· In the material and method section, it mentions two factors in the first sentence of the first paragraph, but does not mention what those two factors are.  Similarly, it mentions using sodium hypochlorite (NaOCl) for surface sterilization but does not specify the NaOCl concentration or the time seeds are placed in this solution. Also, were the seeds rinsed after sterilization? It would be better to also mention these things so that there is clarity about the methodology used to conduct the experiment.

There are major scientific inconsistencies between the textual interpretation and the figures in the following sections:
· Section 3.1: Claims of increased or maintained root length in specific genotypes are not supported by the figures. For example, there is a claim of increased root length for the FL478, Vandana, and Binnaful genotypes under 2% mannitol stress, but Figure 2 does not support this claim.
· Section 3.2: Shoot dry weight is reported to decrease by 1% mannitol for all genotypes, whereas the figures clearly show increases in several genotypes (e.g., Morishal). In the text, it claims a decrease in shoot dry weight for the Morishal genotype, but Figure 4 does not support this claim. It shows that this genotype has increased shoot dry weight for 1% mannitol.
· Section 3.3: Reductions of 50–78% in chlorophyll content are incorrectly described as “lower reductions” or “better retention,” which is conceptually incorrect. Additionally, the figure does not support the claim that FL478 shows a higher reduction at 1% mannitol.
· The genotype name in the text and in the figure is inconsistent, especially for genotype FL478 in sections 3.1 and 3.2, and in the corresponding figures.
· The percentage mentioned in parentheses in the result sections does not seem convincing when compared with the figure. For example, the text in section 3.3 claims a more than 90% reduction in total chlorophyll content in Binnaful and Ravana genotypes for 2% mannitol, but Figure 5 does not support this claim.

Furthermore, the following things are strongly suggested to improve the quality of the manuscript:
· The figure numbers mentioned inside parentheses (for example, Fig 1 and 2 in section 3.1; Fig 3 and 4 in section 3.2) in the result sections can be presented in a logical place. For example, Fig. 1 can be placed after explaining root length, and Fig. 2 after explaining root dry weight, rather than the way it is adapted in the manuscript.

· For explaining the result section, I suggest keeping the table with numerical values also so that it will be easy to correlate with the figures presented.

· For section 3.1, explaining results for root length (1% and 2% mannitol) in text, followed by table and figure, and then starting to explain root dry weight (1% and 2% mannitol) in text, followed by table and figure, is suggested. By this approach, the target audience can follow the content more easily, helping us convey our scientific findings more efficiently. The same approach is also suggested for section 3.2.

· Section 3.4 consists of (Fig 4.6), which should be (Fig 6).

The above-mentioned issues require substantial revision and re-interpretation (if needed).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and are recent.
	

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


	The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, especially missing articles and missing punctuations. These errors should be corrected to enhance the language quality of the manuscript. Some run-on sentences were noted in the manuscript (for example, the first sentences of the first and second paragraphs of the Materials and Methods section). These sentences can be split into shorter sentences with a single main idea, which will enhance the manuscript's language quality.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The last sentence of the conclusion section might change after addressing the comments mentioned above and after substantial revision and reinterpretation.
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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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