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PART 1


	
	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.
	The study provides useful information on heterosis and combining ability in lines and hybrids with possible tolerance.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	The title is clear, specific, and appropriate for the study. 4 = Good
	

	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
	The abstract and the statistical analysis section indicate Griffing’s Method 2, whereas the plant material section describes the hybrids as derived from a complete diallel without reciprocals and labels it as Griffing Method 4. This point should be clarified to ensure methodological consistency throughout the manuscript.  3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory. The keywords are relevant, but some are overlapping and could be refined to improve indexing and specificity.
	

	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
	4 = Good. The background is relevant and adequately organized, but some parts could be more concise and better connected to the specific methodological approach of the study.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent. The objectives are clear, specific, and directly aligned with the main analyses and expected outcomes of the study
	

	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
	The literature review is relevant to the topic, but it is not fully up to date. It includes useful recent references from 2020–2023, but it also relies on several older foundational sources, and the review could be strengthened with more recent studies directly related to diallel analysis and Striga tolerance in maize. 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	The manuscript contains an important methodological inconsistency, since the plant material section refers to a complete diallel without reciprocals as Griffing Method 4, while the statistical analysis section states that combining ability was estimated using Griffing Method 2. This point should be clarified. 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	Ethical issues were adequately addressed for the type of study. 5 = Excellent
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are generally presented clearly, with logical organization across sections and supporting tables. 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	The tables and figures are relevant and support the main findings of the study. 4 = Good
	

	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
	The discussion relates the main findings to existing literature and frequently compares the results with previous studies on Striga tolerance, heterosis, and combining ability in maize. Still, some parts of the discussion are more interpretive than necessary and could be made more concise. 4 = Good 3
	

	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
	The conclusions are generally supported by the data presented. The identification of P8 and P10 as promising parental lines and P8×P10, P5×P10, and P2×P8 as strong hybrid combinations is consistent with the reported yield reduction, GCA, SCA, and heterosis results. However, the recommendation for broader use should still be interpreted with caution until validated in more environments. 4 = Good
	

	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
	The limitations of the study are not discussed sufficiently. The manuscript would benefit from a clearer acknowledgment of constraints such as the evaluation in a single location and season, and the need for multi-location validation before broader recommendation. 2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	The references are relevant and generally sufficient in number for the scope of the manuscript. 4 = Good
	

	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
	The manuscript is understandable overall, but the language needs improvement in clarity, consistency, and style. Some sections are wordy, and there are places where the phrasing sounds awkward or overly assertive for a scientific paper. 3 = Satisfactory
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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