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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with
reviewer, correct the manuscript
and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that
authors should write his/her
feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific
community?
(Please write few sentences on this
manuscript)

2. Is thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article
comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the
manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically

correct?

6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If

you have suggestion of additional
references, please mention in the review
form.
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points,
reviewers are free to provide additional

suggestions/comments)

The manuscript strengthened the salt-resistant property of
Chadmo as indicated in the biochemical responses to the
treatment 400 nM Nacl. This is an important adaptation to
changes in environment such as climate change. Hence, a
promising genotype for food security.

Biochemical characterization and responses of two Genotypes of
Chenopodium quinoa Willd. to salinity in a hydroponic system at
the-seedling-stage—Note that the seedling stage can be written in
the Materials and Methods (2.1)

You may want to mention the research design used in the
abstract

Please clarify: You mentioned in 2.1 that you used 6 biological
replicates but in 2.3, you mentioned only 3 biological replicates.
Which is which?

You also mentioned that you distributed the plants in Complete
Randomized Block Design. Is it “the plants”? Or the treatments
which are supposed to be laid out? Or plants in each treatment
were laid out? Pls clarify.

It may be better to put the conclusion and recommendations in
one section to highlight the results of the research and weaned
out from the discussion part

The manuscript is scientifically correct following the steps of the
scientific method

An updated list of more recent references may be necessary.

Minor REVISION comments
1. Is language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

Has good command of English for scholarly publication

Optional/General comments
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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