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The objectives of this manuscript was aimed to 

evaluating the response and morphological effects of 

salinity stress to Oryza species at reproductive 

growth stage. 

In Introduction Section: 

-The novelty of the article must be more clear. i.e. the 

benefit of the research wants to solve??? 

"Therefore, there is a great deal of urgency for 
developing 54 rice genotypes which can sustain and 
set seed under high salt stress condition' Why????? 

-The Reference Section include some mistakes must 

be correct?? 

 

 

 

 

 

This research is aimed at evaluating the 

response and morphological effects of salinity 

stress to Oryza species at reproductive growth 

stage. 
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To enhance productivity 
Minor REVISION comments 

 

The methodology is written with good manner, 

except the name of experimental design and 

statistical procedure must be clearly. 

 

No the plagiarism test is very good it is 88% 
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The results and its discussion are good written. 

 

 

 

 


