Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Scientific Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JSRR_152082

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Screening of Rice Accession for Identification of sources for Leaf and Neck Blast Disease Resistance

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
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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 is an honest and valuable effort of the author that contributes to rice blast resistance breeding. The manuscript is scientifically relevant and methodologically sound, with clear identification of resistant donor lines. The manuscript can make a significant impact in plant pathology and rice improvement research. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is clear, specific, and reflects the focus on screening rice accessions for blast resistance
	

	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.


	Abstract provides aims, methodology, results, and conclusion in a logical flow. However, it seems somewhat descriptive and could be improved, e.g., by using a 3K panel subset or identifying dual-resistant accessions. Too many numerical details may overwhelm readers; the author may highlight the most significant findings, such as three dual-resistant genotypes and summarize others. The Conclusion in abstract is generic may emphasize global breeding relevance and potential integration into resistance programs. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the Methodology is detailed and follows standard IRRI protocols like UBN and SES scales. Use of susceptible and resistant checks adds credibility. AUDPC calculation strengthens quantitative assessment. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Literature review in the introduction is outdated (1981–2017). The author may update the same with recent reviews or studies. The References are inconsistently cited; some are mentioned in text but missing in reference list, others are misspelled. The author may update the references with proper formatting and consistency for credibility. 
	

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


	Satisfactory 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents significant scientific relevance and demonstrates a robust methodological approach, successfully identifying promising resistant donor lines for rice blast disease. However, the findings could be more impactful if they engaged more comprehensively with existing literature, as the current results do not engage critically with previous studies, thereby diminishing their contextual significance. Moreover, the manuscript does not adequately address the correlation between AUDPC values and the defined resistance categories, which is critical for interpreting the implications of the research.

The conclusion somewhat reiterates the abstract and result. To strengthen the impact of the results, the author may follow the analytical approach and advocate for relevant policies that could facilitate the practical application of their findings. Additionally, outlining subsequent steps, such as conducting multi-location trials, performing molecular characterization of the identified accessions, and integrating these lines into breeding programs, would significantly enhance the manuscript’s contribution to the field. By taking these steps, the authors could provide a clearer roadmap for future research and its application in combating rice blast disease.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NA
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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