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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 manuscript presents a comprehensive combining ability analysis in hybrid rice breeding, evaluating 48 F1 hybrids across three diverse environments. The research addresses the critical challenge of global food security by identifying promising parental lines and heterotic combinations for rice yield improvement. The multi-environment evaluation approach strengthens the reliability of the findings, making them valuable for rice breeding programs in similar agro-ecological conditions. The identification of specific CMS lines and restorers with desirable combining ability provides practical breeding resources that can directly contribute to hybrid rice development. Additionally, the study's confirmation of non-additive gene action for most yield-related traits reaffirms the importance of heterosis breeding strategies in rice improvement programs.

	



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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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 Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	



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 appropriately reflects the content and scope of the study. It clearly indicates the key aspects: combining ability analysis, multi-environment evaluation, identification of superior parents and hybrids, and the applied goal of sustainable rice yield improvement.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
The abstract effectively summarizes the research objectives, materials, methods, key findings, and practical implications. It appropriately highlights the major conclusions regarding gene action (additive vs. non-additive) and identifies the superior parents and hybrid combinations. However, the inclusion of specific statistical values (e.g., variance component estimates) would further strengthen it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
The experimental design (RCBD with two replications across three locations), statistical methodology (Line × Tester analysis following Kempthorne, 1957), and interpretation of combining ability variances are scientifically sound. The conclusions drawn regarding gene action are consistent with the variance component estimates presented. The manuscript correctly interprets GCA as reflecting additive gene effects and SCA as indicating non-additive effects including dominance and epistasis.
	

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

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

	YES
The manuscript includes 25 references covering foundational work (Sprague & Tatum, 1942; Griffing, 1956; Kempthorne, 1957) as well as recent publications (2022-2024). The reference list appropriately covers both methodological and applied aspects of combining ability analysis in rice. However, citation formatting shows minor inconsistencies that should be standardized according to journal guidelines.
	

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

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

	NO
The manuscript does not raise any ethical concerns. Plant breeding research involving standard hybrid development and field evaluation does not require ethical approval. The authors have appropriately included a conflict of interest declaration and an AI use declaration.
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