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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.
	The manuscript evaluates phenotypic variation and relationships among important morphological and yield-related traits in 60 rice genotypes. The study provides useful preliminary information on trait associations and phenotypic grouping of the evaluated germplasm. 
	



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
	5
	

	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
	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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


	4
	

	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
	

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

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
The manuscript contains useful phenotypic information on rice germplasm and has potential publication value. The principal concerns are the insufficient description of the statistical treatment of the alpha-lattice design, lack of justification for the five-cluster solution, limited interpretation of cluster characteristics, and the need to distinguish phenotypic divergence from genetic diversity. The manuscript also requires correction of formatting inconsistencies, including unequal font sizes. 

1. Statistical analysis: The alpha-lattice design with two replications should be properly incorporated into the statistical analysis. Please clarify whether adjusted genotype means/BLUPs were used for correlation and clustering. 
2. Phenotypic vs. genetic diversity: Since the study is based on morphological observations from a single environment and one season, the manuscript should consistently refer to phenotypic diversity/divergence rather than genetic diversity unless genetic data are available. 
3. Correlation analysis: The manuscript reports many pairwise correlations. Please clarify the significance-testing procedure and consider addressing the issue of multiple comparisons. 
4. Harvest index relationship: Because harvest index is mathematically derived from grain yield and biological yield, the strong relationships among GY, BY and HI should be interpreted cautiously and discussed as potentially structural rather than entirely biological. 
5. Cluster analysis: Please provide a clear justification for selecting five clusters and specify the exact procedure/software used for Euclidean distance and Ward clustering. 
6. Cluster interpretation: Cluster II and IV are described as useful parental pools based mainly on inter-cluster distance. This conclusion should be moderated because phenotypic distance alone does not establish genetic divergence or breeding superiority. 
7. Cluster means: The manuscript should preferably provide mean values of all 15 traits for each cluster. Without cluster means, it is difficult to understand the biological characteristics distinguishing the clusters. 
8. Experimental details: The authors should provide sufficient information on trait measurement procedures, plot size, sampling procedure, units, and the statistical model used for the alpha-lattice design. 
9. Figures and tables: Figure 1 contains inconsistent abbreviations such as GYP/GY and GW/GB. These should be standardized throughout the manuscript. The dendrogram and correlation figure should also be checked for readability. 
10. Formatting: Font size is not consistent throughout the manuscript, particularly in some tables, figures, captions and/or sections. Please standardize the font type, font size, line spacing and formatting according to the journal's author guidelines. 
11. Data availability: If possible, the authors should provide the underlying phenotypic dataset and statistical analysis code in a repository or supplementary material to improve reproducibility. 
The study has potential value for rice germplasm characterization, but clarification of the statistical methodology, more cautious interpretation of phenotypic divergence, improved cluster analysis presentation, and correction of formatting inconsistencies are required before publication

	

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

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

	YES
	

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

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

	NA
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