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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	This article holds significance for the scientific community as it provides a practical example of applying marker-assisted breeding to address a real agricultural challenge in developing regions. The study demonstrates how locally adapted, high-yielding rice varieties can be improved for submergence tolerance without compromising their desirable agronomic traits. Furthermore, the step-by-step documentation of phenotypic and genotypic selection across successive backcross generations can serve as a useful model for researchers and breeding programs working on stress tolerance in rice. The findings also lay the groundwork for developing donor lines that may accelerate similar improvement efforts in other flood-prone rice-growing regions.


	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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 Applicable3
	
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
The language of the manuscript is not clear or polished and requires significant improvement. There are numerous grammatical errors, spelling mistakes, long and confusing sentences, and inconsistencies in terminology and formatting throughout the text. These issues make the manuscript difficult to read and, in some sections, hard to understand. While subject-matter experts may still grasp the general meaning, the current language quality does not meet the standards expected for scientific publication and would require thorough editing and proofreading.


	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The abstract is not fully comprehensive. It lacks a clear summary of methods, key quantitative results, and a strong conclusion.

Rewrite the abstract to briefly include the breeding scheme, the number of selected and confirmed progenies, and the practical value of the improved lines.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The manuscript is partially scientifically correct, but it has several weaknesses that reduce its scientific rigor. These include the absence of statistical analysis, inconsistencies in some reported data, lack of field validation, and confirmation of SUB1 in only a small number of progenies.

Add proper statistical analysis, correct inconsistent data, conduct field or multi-season evaluation, and confirm the trait in advanced generations such as BC3F2 or BC3F3 before making strong conclusions.

This manuscript addresses a valuable and practically relevant topic, but it requires revision before it can be considered for publication in a reputable scientific journal. The most critical areas for improvement include a complete language and editorial overhaul, clearer statement of objectives and hypotheses, and a more coherent structure across the introduction, methods, results, and discussion. The abstract should be made more comprehensive by briefly summarizing the methods, key results, and practical conclusions. Methodologically, the study would benefit from the inclusion of proper statistical analysis, resolution of data inconsistencies, and more precise descriptions of phenotypic selection criteria and PCR protocols.

Furthermore, the conclusions should be more closely aligned with the presented data, avoiding premature claims about the practical utility of BC3F1 lines. Field or multi-season evaluation and confirmation of the trait in advanced generations such as BC3F2 or BC3F3 are necessary. The authors should also clearly discuss the study's limitations, including the absence of yield trials, lack of background selection, and potential sources of error in phenotypic selection. Finally, updating the reference list with more recent literature and improving the quality and labeling of tables and figures would significantly enhance the scientific credibility and readability of the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The references are relevant but not sufficiently recent, as most key citations are older and the manuscript lacks recent literature from the last five to seven years.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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