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The paper “ Mitigate climate change impact: Maximizing 
the tolerance of eggplant to salinity stress using 
selenium supplements” studies a very interesting 
subject, yet according to my perspective at the pre sent 
stage cannot be accepted. The following items were 
considered: 
 
1-The abstract is too long and it has too many deta ils. 
2-The introduction is Ok, being the major issues of  the 
problem characterized. 
3-Materials and Methods are insufficiently describe d. 
More details should be provided, particularly at th e 
analytical procedures. 
4-Results and discussion is mostly descriptive and less 
self-explanatory. 
5-A large amount of references are rather old, whic h 
limits the value of the introduction and discussion . 
6-The conclusion is too much general 
 
Nevertheless, considering the relevance of the stud y, the 
paper should be considered for a new evaluation if the 
authors comply with the referred points.  

OK, thanks for your valuable observations. 
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