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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 an important and timely problem—early-stage screening of drought tolerance in rice under simulated osmotic stress. The use of mannitol-induced stress combined with multivariate analysis (PCA) is relevant and aligns with current approaches for rapid genotype discrimination. The study evaluates a diverse panel of rice genotypes and integrates morphological and physiological traits, which strengthens the screening strategy. The results are generally well presented and supported by literature.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript may be “Seedling-Stage Screening of Drought-Tolerant Rice Genotypes Using Principal Component Analysis under Mannitol-Induced Osmotic Stress”
	

	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.


	Add a concise sentence such as:

“The objective of this study was to identify drought-tolerant rice genotypes at the seedling stage using morphological and physiological traits integrated through principal component analysis.”
The number of genotypes (20) is mentioned, which is good, but the screening system and stress duration should be briefly clarified.

Suggestion: Clearly state that the experiment was conducted under hydroponic conditions with 21 days of stress exposure.

Mentioning that PCA explained 53.8% of total variation is useful, but the implication should be clearer.

Suggestion: Indicate that PCA enabled effective discrimination among genotypes rather than just reporting the percentage.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound in concept and approach, and the major findings are broadly consistent with established knowledge on drought and osmotic stress responses in rice. The experimental framework—seedling-stage screening under mannitol-induced osmotic stress combined with multivariate analysis—is appropriate and commonly used in plant stress physiology and breeding research. The trends reported for root growth, shoot inhibition, chlorophyll reduction, and genotype differentiation are largely supported by previous literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list includes several foundational and relevant studies on drought stress in rice, use of mannitol as a stress agent, drought physiology, and PCA-based screening. However, there are gaps in both sufficiency and recency, especially in areas where modern high-throughput phenotyping, drought stress indices, and molecular insights into drought tolerance could strengthen the manuscript’s scientific framing.
Most physiological references on drought stress date from 2009–2020.

Only a few citations (e.g., Singh et al. 2025) are from the 2020s, and some are not directly focused on rice drought tolerance.

The manuscript would benefit from more recent empirical and review studies (2021–2025) on rice drought screening, root system architecture, physiological markers, and multivariate analyses.


	

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


	Major language revision is required. The manuscript should undergo: Professional English language editing, preferably by a native or proficient scientific editor, or Careful rewriting by the authors with attention to grammar, conciseness, and academic tone.
Frequent errors in article usage, subject–verb agreement, and sentence construction.

Examples:

· “Present study revealed the mannitol induced drought response…”
→ Should be: “The present study investigated the drought responses induced by mannitol…”
· “stress was imposed for 21 days which was comprised two drought stress level”
→ Grammatically incorrect and unclear.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript contains valuable scientific data; however, the English language quality requires substantial improvement. Numerous grammatical and stylistic errors affect clarity and readability. A thorough language revision is strongly recommended before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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