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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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



	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 a key challenge in hybrid rice breeding: fertility restoration using molecular markers to identify restorer genes efficiently. The S5 MMS marker system is a valuable, cost-effective tool for marker assisted selection with practical benefits for rice production, especially in staple-growing regions like India.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the core focus and methodology of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract contains essential information but requires grammatical improvements and better organization. For example:

· Correct "To characterize..." to "to characterize"

· Avoid redundancy (e.g., repeated emphasis on the use of markers)

· Add clearer conclusions summarizing major findings and implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The objectives are clear, the methodology is valid, and the interpretation of results is mostly appropriate. However, the manuscript would benefit from improved clarity, better structure in the results and discussion sections, and concise summarization of findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are adequate and include recent works. Some older but relevant foundational references are also included. No additional references are necessary.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No. The manuscript requires moderate to major English editing for grammar, punctuation, clarity, and structure. Examples include subject-verb agreement issues, redundant phrases, and inconsistent use of tenses. Some parts of the discussion are repetitive or loosely structured.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables and figures are informative but could be better labeled and referenced in the text.

· Authors should number figures and include proper captions 

· The conclusion should be rewritten to succinctly reflect the primary findings and recommendations.

· Repetition in discussion (especially on S5 locus and marker utility) should be minimized.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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