Response to comments of reviewer 1

The comments suggested by the reviewer have been all accepted and the changes are reported in the manuscript are highlighted in yellow. 

(1) Line 18 and throughout manuscript: there is a lot of disagreement between researchers over whether “germination rate” refers to the final germination percentage or the speed at which germination occurs. Therefore, I suggest that “germination rate” be replaced with “germination percentage” throughout the manuscript, so that some readers will not be confused by thinking that the authors’ measurements of germination “rate” and “speed” refer to the same thing.
We agree with the reviewer and, as suggested, we changed “germination rate” with “germination percentage” throughout the manuscript. 

(2) Lines 36, 72 and 78: replace “damages” with “damage”.
Changed as suggested.

(3) Line 44: this sentence can be simplified to “...imazamox were identified only four years after the introduction of Clearfield to Italy, which occurred in 2006.”
Changed as suggested.

(4) Lines 51 – 52 and 104: be consistent as to whether the Italian or English versions of place names are used.
We prefer to keep the Italian names of the regions and thus we change “Piedmont” to “Piemonte” and “Lombardy” to “Lombardia” at line 104. 

(5) Line 77: replace “instead responsible of” with “also responsible for”.
Changed as suggested.

(6) Line 106: replace “The resistant of r population” with “The resistance of the r population”.
Changed as suggested.

(7) Line 114: place this green-highlighted sentence at the end of the previous paragraph, and start the new paragraph with the “Weedy rice seeds...” sentence.
Changed as suggested.

(8) Line 151: should this variable Y be germination speed?
The intended meaning of germination speed is time in days required to reach 50% germination (calculated using the function ED). Here the variable Y represents the evolution in time of germination. We clarified this by modifying line 148-149. 

(9) Line 154: wasn’t the calculation for germination speed just described in the previous paragraph?
The model (1) was used to fit the data of germination percentage, root length and shoot length (all as function of NaCl concentration (x). The same model was used to describe the evolution in time of germination (Y) as function of time (x).
The function ED was then used to calculate: 
· concentration required to reduce by 50% seed germination (EC50)
· concentration required to reduce by 50% root length and shoot length (EC50)
· germination speed, as time in days required to reach 50% germination (T50)

In the manuscript we described first the equation and the meaning of the parameters (that changed according to the variable considered: germination, shoot and root length, etc.) and then how we calculated EC50 and T50. In order to clarify, we modified a little bit this section (see lines 152-154).

(10) Line 155: delete “rate” because the phrase “required to reach 50% germination” is perfectly adequate.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Changed as suggested (now at line 153).

(11) Line 202: should the question mark after “Supplementary figure” be replaced with a number?
The question mark has been replaced by “Supplemental Figure S1” (line 202). 

(12) Line 222: although it is stated that all the weedy rice populations required 3 days to reach 50% germination, the r population only required 2 days and was not significantly different to Baldo and CL80 at 0 mM NaCl. This should be mentioned.
We have added the sentence “the only exception was the resistant population r which, similarly to Baldo, also required about 2 days to reach 50% germination” at lines 223-224.

(13) Line 227: the paragraph would be clearer if the sentence about “...only at higher concentrations than 150 mM NaCl some sensitive populations...” on lines 223 – 225 was placed after the sentence ending “...the highest T50 values” on line 227.
The sentence was moved as suggested (now at lines 227-229).

(14) Line 252: replace “lenght” with “length”.
Changed as suggested (now at line 253).

(15) Line 311: it would be better to delete “such as Baldo” and start this part of the Discussion by referring to salt-tolerant rice varieties in general. Then the sentence about Baldo on lines 321- 323 will make more sense.
Deleted as suggested.

(16) Lines 328 – 329: I suggest toning down the language slightly by replacing the “can” on line 328 with “could potentially” and the “can” on line 329 with “may”.
Changed as suggested (now at lines 329-330).

(17) Line 346: delete “Nevertheless” and start the sentence with “This”.
Changed as suggested.

(18) Line 371: replace “off” with “of”.
Changed as suggested (now at line 372).

(19) Line 381: replace “resulted” with “represents”.
Changed as suggested (now at line 383).
