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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 study addresses a core problem in modern plant breeding - how genotype × environment (G×E) interaction affects yield prediction in maize and how environmental covariates improve model performance. By evaluating 12 linear mixed model structures using large multi-environment data (479 genotypes across three locations), the study demonstrates the contribution of thermal time covariates (CGDD at anthesis and silking) in explaining phenotypic variation in grain weight and kernels per row. This is highly relevant given the increasing integration of enviromics, climate data, and mixed-model frameworks in quantitative genetics.
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	Yes, title is okay
	

	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 is slightly long and repetitive, especially when describing model performance. Begin with a contextual sentence (e.g., “Accurate prediction of hybrid performance under variable environments requires models that capture both genetic and climatic drivers.”). Also, add a clear final statement highlighting practical implications for breeders.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Explain why AIC/BIC differ dramatically between model groups (fixed vs random structures), which may confuse readers.
2. Kernel rows being unaffected by CGDD deserves more biological explanation, as it is a pre-determined ear trait and less plastic than grain weight - this could be highlighted.
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	Few suggestions: 

1. Some references have minor formatting inconsistencies (punctuation, journal names, capitalization).
2. The manuscript would benefit from adding one or two review papers on enviromics or CGDD modeling in cereals for more comprehensive context.
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