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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides a comprehensive and timely synthesis of salinity stress impacts on millets, which are vital "Nutri-Cereals" for ensuring global food security in the face of climate change. It effectively integrates multiple scales of plant response, from physiological adaptations like the C4 photosynthetic pathway and ROS scavenging to complex molecular mechanisms such as the SOS signaling pathway. Furthermore, the review highlights the potential of cutting-edge biotechnological tools, including CRISPR/Cas-mediated genome editing and multigene pyramiding, alongside sustainable agronomic practices. This synthesis is highly relevant for the scientific community focusing on developing climate-smart crops and managing saline-prone marginal lands.

1. While the text describes the SOS (Salt Overly Sensitive) signaling pathway and ROS scavenging mechanisms in detail, the manuscript would benefit significantly from a comprehensive summary figure. A schematic diagram illustrating the crosstalk between ionic, osmotic, and oxidative stress signaling specifically in millets would help readers visualize the molecular network described in the text.
2. The review discusses various millets (Pearl, Finger, Foxtail, etc.) collectively. It is suggested include a comparative table highlighting the varying salinity threshold levels (ECe values) and specific dominant tolerance mechanisms for each major millet species. This would make the review a more practical reference for agronomists working on marginal lands.
3. The section on genomics is well-written; however, a brief discussion on the integration of multi-omics approaches (linking transcriptomics with proteomics and metabolomics) would add depth. Specifically, mentioning how meta-analysis of existing transcriptomic datasets can help in identifying 'hub genes' for salinity across different millet genotypes would be a valuable addition for future research directions.
4. The transition from laboratory-based molecular findings to actual field performance under saline conditions is a known challenge. suggest add a few sentences in the 'Future Perspectives' section regarding the limitations of greenhouse-based salinity studies and the need for high-throughput field phenotyping to validate the identified QTLs and transgenic lines.
5. Recent studies suggest that the plant-associated microbiome (rhizosphere bacteria) plays a crucial role in millet salinity resilience. Adding a small paragraph or a few citations regarding PGPR (Plant Growth Promoting Rhizobacteria) assisted salinity tolerance in millets would broaden the scope of the 'Sustainable Agronomic Practices' section.
	



PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	



PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
	Yes, but requires addition of a summary figure and a comparative species table to improve clarity and data accessibility for the scientific community.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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