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	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 provides a valuable assessment of genetic diversity among advanced rice breeding lines, which is a fundamental prerequisite for any successful crop improvement program. By identifying genetically divergent clusters and quantifying the contribution of various yield components to overall diversity, the study offers a clear roadmap for plant breeders to select parental lines for hybridization. The identification of specific clusters with superior mean performance for key traits, such as Cluster IV for grain yield and test weight, provides direct candidates for selection and use in breeding. This research is crucial for systematically enhancing yield in rice to meet future food security demands.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but contains a typo ("ADBANCED" should be "ADVANCED"). It clearly states the crop, the material (advanced lines), and the focus (genetic diversity for yield traits).
Suggested Improved Title: "Genetic Diversity Analysis for Yield and Yield Attributing Traits in Advanced Breeding Lines of Rice (Oryza sativa L.)"
	

	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 concise but lacks critical details that would significantly enhance its impact.

Suggestion for Addition:

Methodology: Mention the number of traits studied. A phrase like "...for eight yield-related traits" would be informative.

Key Findings on Cluster Means: The abstract states that selection from divergent clusters is useful but does not highlight which clusters are agronomically superior. A brief note on the best-performing clusters (e.g., "Cluster IV showed the highest mean for grain yield and test weight") would make the conclusions much stronger.

Clarity: The phrase "Clusters Ⅰ and lowest number in cluster VIII and IX which are monogenic" is awkward. "Monogenic" is likely a misstatement for "monogenotypic" or "singleton clusters." It should be rephrased to "Cluster I contained the most genotypes (28), while Clusters VIII and IX were singleton clusters."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its core approach. The use of Mahalanobis D² statistic and Tocher's method for clustering is a standard and appropriate methodology for studying genetic diversity. The experimental design (Alpha Lattice with replications) is suitable. However, the presentation and depth of analysis need significant improvement. The results are presented, but the discussion is minimal and does not adequately interpret the findings in the context of other literature or the practical implications of the cluster means.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are somewhat limited and include several that are not directly related to rice or genetic diversity studies (e.g., Ashry et al., 2018; Mohamed et al., 2019). The citation of a 2024 production figure is good for context.
	

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


	The language requires substantial improvement. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and typographical mistakes that hinder readability and professionalism.

Examples:

"ADBANCED" (Title), "REFERANCE" (Heading).

"The 48 rice genotypes were grouped into 9 Clusters using Tocher's method based on D^2^ values such that the genotypes belonging to the same cluster (Intra-cluster) had an average smaller D^2^ value than those belonging to different clusters (Inter-cluster)." (This is a run-on and awkward sentence).

"meriting their consideration in selection" (Awkward).

"The findings mostly concur with the Singh et al. (2020) studies." (Vague; should specify what findings concur).
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Weakness - Discussion Section: The discussion is the manuscript's weakest part. It simply restates the results without providing a meaningful interpretation. It should discuss:

Why the clustering pattern might not follow geographic origin.

What the high contribution of "number of filled grains/panicle" means for a breeding program.

A detailed comparison of the cluster means to propose specific crosses (e.g., "Crossing genotype X from high-yielding Cluster IV with genotype Y from high-tiller Cluster V could combine these traits").

How these findings compare with those of Singh et al. (2020) and other cited studies.

Table and Figure Referencing: The text refers to Table 1, Table 2, etc., but the numbering in the document itself is inconsistent (e.g., the list of genotypes is Table 1, but the clustering pattern is also labeled Table 2 in the text and Table 2 in the header). This must be checked and corrected for sequential numbering.

Conclusion: The conclusion is better than the discussion but could be more forceful and specific, directly naming the promising genotypes from the key clusters (IV, V, etc.).
The manuscript has a solid methodological foundation and presents valuable raw data. However, it suffers from major shortcomings in language quality, presentation, and most critically, the depth of the discussion and interpretation of results. The findings are not effectively contextualized or translated into clear breeding recommendations. These are significant but repairable deficiencies, With a thorough revision focusing on language editing and a complete rewrite of the discussion, it could become a good paper.
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