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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 study describes a serious issue of iron toxicity tolerance in rice with a well-established large number of genotypes tested under controlled conditions.
The study has also enhanced our understanding of how rice genotypes respond phenotypically to iron stress. In particular, by identifying easily measured traits as being useful for rapid screening and could potentially serve as practical selection criteria in breeding programs where sophisticated physiological or molecular approaches are not available.
	






PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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
	3
	





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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
There are minor grammatical errors in the abstract which could be corrected to create more clarity and enhance its ease of reading. An additional point for consideration is to include a brief interpretation of the biological significance associated with the differences between the various genotypes reported on during this research rather than only providing numerical data.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The introduction gives a nice overall view about the iron toxicity in rice. But adding some references, clarifying the research gap, and correcting minor grammatical mistakes are suggested to improve readability. The justification for using hydroponic screening as a method should also be needed. A question why they choose hydroponics over field or pot experiment is to be justified. It would be helpful if the authors provide some more recent and relevant references to support key statements made in the introduction, specifically related to iron toxicity. 
            The Materials and Methods section is organized nicely, and provides a great information, it needs additional details for reproducibility and scientific integrity. In particular, additional information regarding environmental conditions, justification for iron treatments, how Fe-EDTA was used to simulate iron toxicity. Specifications about the software used to analyze the data and whether or not the authors investigated any interactions between the genotype and treatment would be impactful.
            The results generally agree with Tables 1 and 2, and trends either were found or were well delineated. However, there were some inconsistencies such as shoot and root length measurements not uniformly declining at lower iron concentration levels, as well as the number of leaves which remained the same across treatments and was inconsistent with the stated interpretation. Additionally, the high error variance was found in visual assessments at 750 mg L⁻¹ that needs to be explained. 
             The discussion section is full of mechanistic explanations and were not directly supported by the data. Resolution to this would add clarity and scientific credibility to the manuscript.
             While the conclusion incorporates the major findings of this study, it is also somewhat generic. Adding specific results, providing a stronger focus on the novelty of the work, and including future research areas would help to make the manuscript more impactful. In addition, noting the limitations associated with hydroponic screening would provide greater comprehensiveness to the conclusions of this study.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The references used in the study appears limited (only 22) than expected given the research presented in this paper. The inclusion of few more references from high impact international peer reviewed journals would add even more scientific robustness to the research presented in this manuscript.
	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	There were numerous concerns with the study which include inconsistencies in results with the discussion, limited statistical detail and insufficient discussion of recently published literature. Additionally, the use of Fe-EDTA as a simulation of growing rice under iron toxicity conditions needs further justification.
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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)

	






Reviewer details:
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