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	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 manuscript addresses the important challenge of submergence stress in rice production under changing climatic conditions. The study demonstrates the successful introgression of the Sub1 locus into the popular rice varieties ADT36 and ADT37 through phenotypic and genotypic selection. The identified Sub1-introgressed progenies can serve as valuable breeding materials for developing submergence-tolerant and climate-resilient rice varieties. These findings may contribute to sustainable rice production and improved food security in flood-prone areas.
	



	



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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The title is clear and appropriate for the study. It accurately represents the main focus of the research, namely the introgression of the Sub1 locus into modern rice varieties using phenotypic and genotypic selection. However, the title is slightly lengthy and could be made more concise.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The abstract is clear and provides the essential information on the background, objectives, methodology, major findings, and significance of the study. It gives a good overall understanding of the research and its potential application in developing submergence-tolerant rice varieties.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and clearly represent the main focus of the study. They will be useful for indexing and helping readers identify the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The background provides relevant information and clearly establishes the importance of submergence tolerance in rice. The rationale for introducing the Sub1 locus into modern rice varieties is well presented. However, the authors could improve the organization and flow of the background by reducing repetition and more clearly highlighting the research gap and specific objective 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
	Rating: 5– Excellent 
The research objectives are generally clear and consistent with 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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The literature review is relevant to the introgression of the Sub1 locus and development of submergence-tolerant rice varieties. The authors may improve it by adding more recent studies on Sub1-mediated tolerance and marker-assisted selection and by clearly relating previous findings to the present study
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The methodology is appropriate for the study and effectively combines phenotypic screening with genotypic selection using marker to identify Sub1-introgressed progenies. The breeding and selection approach is well suited to the objective of developing submergence-tolerant ADT36 and ADT37 lines.
	

	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
	
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 – Good
The results are generally clear and support the objectives of the study. The authors could improve the presentation by providing clearer comparisons between generations and parental lines, highlighting the key findings, and ensuring that tables and figures are well explained and easy to interpret.
	

	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
	Rating: 5– Excellent 
The tables and figures are relevant to the study and generally support the presentation of the results.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
Yes, the discussion relates the findings to existing literature and explains the relevance of Sub1-mediated submergence tolerance in rice. A little more comparison with previous studies would make the discussion stronger.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
Yes, the conclusions are generally supported by the phenotypic and genotypic findings presented. The confirmation of the Sub1 locus in selected BC₃F₁ progenies through foreground marker analysis is consistent with previous studies demonstrating successful Sub1 introgression and enhanced submergence tolerance in elite rice backgrounds. However, the conclusion would be stronger if the authors included more detailed evidence on the performance and agronomic stability of the selected lines, particularly under field submergence conditions.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
The study has some limitations that could be discussed more clearly. In particular, further evaluation of the selected lines under field conditions, along with their agronomic performance and stability across environments, would strengthen the study.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The references are relevant and generally sufficient to support the study. However, the authors may consider adding a few recent and directly related studies on Sub1 introgression, marker-assisted selection, and submergence tolerance in modern rice varieties to further strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 5– Excellent 
Yes, the manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable scientific language. The overall message and research findings are easy to follow. A minor language revision would further improve readability and presentation.
	





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.
 The title is suitable and scientifically relevant to the study. It clearly identifies the major research objective—introgression of the Sub1 locus into the genetic backgrounds of ADT36 and ADT37 through phenotypic and genotypic selection. This is consistent with established rice-breeding studies in which Sub1 has been introgressed into elite varieties using marker-assisted and phenotypic selection approaches
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. 
The abstract is reasonably comprehensive and covers the major components of the study, including the research background, objectives, breeding approach, phenotypic and genotypic selection, major findings, and significance of the developed lines. This structure is consistent with well-established research on Sub1 introgression and marker-assisted breeding for submergence tolerance in rice.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The manuscript is scientifically sound and the overall approach is appropriate for studying Sub1 introgression and submergence tolerance in rice. The use of phenotypic selection together with molecular marker-based confirmation is consistent with established Sub1 breeding research.
The manuscript addresses an important and practically relevant objective, and the use of phenotypic and genotypic selection for Sub1 introgression is scientifically appropriate and well established in rice improvement research. The study has good potential for developing submergence-tolerant versions of the popular ADT36 and ADT37 varieties. Minor improvements in language, presentation of results, methodological details, and discussion of field-level performance would strengthen the manuscript.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
The references are generally relevant and sufficient, but they should be updated with more recent studies on Sub1-mediated submergence tolerance, marker-assisted introgression, and molecular breeding in rice. Adding recent literature from 2024–2025 would strengthen the scientific background and discussion of the manuscript
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
No major ethical issues are apparent in this manuscript.
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