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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 manuscript addresses a critical and timely issue in rice agriculture: the development of salt-tolerant, medium-duration rice varieties for coastal saline regions of Andhra Pradesh, India, where increasing soil salinity threatens food security. The study provides valuable phenotypic correlation and path coefficient data on 38 elite breeding lines evaluated under natural saline field conditions (EC ~7.4 dS m⁻¹), offering practical insights for breeders aiming to improve grain yield through indirect selection of component traits such as plant survival, ear-bearing tillers, and plant height. The identification of three superior genotypes (MCM 253-17-1-1-1, MCM 253-14-2-2-2, and MCM 253-1-4-1-1) that outperform established tolerant checks (MCM 100 and BPT 5204) holds direct applied significance for ongoing salt-tolerance breeding programs in South and Southeast Asia. Furthermore, the integration of both salinity-specific traits (SES scores at seedling and reproductive stages, Na⁺/K⁺ ratio) with yield-attributing characters in a unified path analysis framework contributes methodologically to the broader literature on stress-tolerant crop improvement.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	Not Applicable
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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.

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
Contradiction regarding Plant Height: The abstract recommends selecting genotypes with "dwarf height." However, the data in Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7 clearly show that plant height has a significant positive correlation with grain yield (0.67**) and a positive direct effect (0.239). The Conclusion section also correctly notes this positive association. The abstract must be corrected to remove "dwarf height" to align with the actual statistical results.
Incorrect Data Citation in the Text: In Section 3.2 (Path analysis), the authors write: "days to maturity (0.045, 0.009)" and "plant height (0.009, 0.239)". According to Tables 6 and 7, the direct effect for days to maturity is 0.009, while the value -0.045 actually belongs to days to 50% flowering (DFF). Furthermore, the genotypic direct effect for plant height is 0.239, not 0.009. The text must be revised to accurately reflect the values presented in the tables.
Typographical Errors in Tables: There are formatting and typing errors that affect scientific readability, such as "-0.488" in Table 4 (Phenotypic correlation), which should be corrected to "-0.48*".
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
Suggestion for improvement:
While the manuscript includes a few recent publications (2023–2025), the total number of references (16) is insufficient for an original research article of this scope. To strengthen the manuscript, the authors should:
Increase the total number of references to at least 25–30.
Include foundational and recent literature on the physiological and molecular mechanisms of salt tolerance in rice (e.g., the Saltol QTL, Na⁺/K⁺ ion homeostasis).
Cite more regional studies on correlation and path coefficient analyses of rice under abiotic stresses in South and Southeast Asia to provide better context for the discussion.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
The study involves agricultural field trials on plant genotypes and does not involve human or animal subjects. Furthermore, the authors have appropriately declared no conflicts of interest and provided a transparent declaration regarding the use of AI tools for language editing, which complies with standard publication ethics
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