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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.
	This review is timely and gives a comprehensive account of how soil salinization affects crop production in the context of climate change, highlighting millet as a key food security crop to help curb such a challenge. The paper reviewed some works on the physiological, biochemical, and molecular aspects of these crop cope with stress. Moreover, the paper examines the latest biotechnological approaches such as the use of CRISPR/Cas9 and environmentally friendly approaches for sustainable production.
	



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
The title is concise and provides accurate reflection of the scope of the review, highlighting its relevance to food security.
	

	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
The abstract is consistent in providing general overview of the review. It captured the problem, specific crops, significance to food security, their tolerance mechanisms, and directions for future research.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The listed key words are appropriate, however, including food security could improve searchability.
	

	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
The introduction gives a strong information on global and regional specific (India) context of salinity issues in agriculture.  
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The objectives are clearly stated in the abstract to “synthesizes current knowledge on the physiological, biochemical, and molecular …”, however, they are not clearly articulated in the main manuscript. They should be stated clearly in bullet points.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The literature review is extensive, covering wide range of relevant topics from cellular signalling to field-level phenotyping.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The papers cited in the literature review are mostly current (2019-2024), ensuring up-to-date information.
	

	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
	2
Being a review article, there is no section explaining how the papers were sourced, or the particular methodology used for the literature search.
	

	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
The paper compares the advantages and disadvantages of various technologies including the drawbacks of single-gene approaches as compared to multigene pyramiding.
	

	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
	       5 Clear research gaps were identified. The paper even highlighted that a fully annotated finger millet genome and improved transformation efficiency are required.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       5
The review presented a logical conclusion highlighting millet resilience and the possibilities it offers to modern breeding programs.
	

	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
	       4
The review explains the weakness of existing technologies such as HTP (expensive/battery) and CRISPR (low efficacy on some millets).
	

	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
The papers reviewed are from reputable peer-review journals.
	

	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
	       5 The writeup is clearly written, well-structured and scholarly presented.
	



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 
“Salinity Stress in Millets: Implications for Food Security and Climate Resilience” is clearly stated, descriptive and relevant to the thematic focus of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
It provided general overview of the entire review, giving global and specific context in the discussion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	       Yes 
The paper correctly offers extensive information on known biological mechanisms, like the SOS signalling pathway, ion homeostasis, and the contribution of reactive oxygen species (ROS) to abiotic stress responses.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	      Yes 
The references are sufficient and recent (between 2019-2024).
	




PART  3: 
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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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