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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 addresses a relevant topic related to the evaluation of maize hybrids under specific agro-climatic conditions, which is important for improving crop productivity and guiding hybrid selection at regional level. Studies of this type can contribute to the understanding of genotype performance and adaptation.
The scientific value of the study is constrained by several important limitations. The experimental period of only two years is insufficient to adequately capture interannual climatic variability, which is essential in agronomic field studies. In addition, the statistical analysis is limited and relies mainly on descriptive comparisons, without the application of more robust statistical methods that are necessary to support the conclusions. These aspects reduce the strength and reliability of the findings and limit their contribution to the scientific community. A more extended experimental period and the use of appropriate statistical analyses are necessary to improve the scientific rigor and relevance of the study.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
The title is generally clear and reflects the main objective of the study, namely the evaluation of maize hybrids under specific agro-climatic conditions. It adequately indicates the crop, the subject, and the study area. However, it remains somewhat generic and could be improved by specifying the experimental conditions or the key focus of the research (performance parameters or environmental conditions), which would increase its scientific precision and attractiveness.
	

	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
	3= Satisfactory 
The abstract provides a general overview of the study, including the objective, experimental conditions, and main findings. It summarizes the key results and identifies the best-performing hybrid. However, it lacks sufficient detail regarding the statistical analysis and does not clearly highlight the scientific novelty or broader implications of the study. Improving the structure and including more quantitative and analytical information would enhance its clarity and scientific value.
	

	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 = Good 
The keywords are relevant to the general topic of the study and reflect the main elements such as crop type, hybrids, and yield. However, they are quite general and do not fully capture the specific aspects of the research, such as agro-climatic conditions or experimental factors. Including more specific and targeted keywords would improve the visibility and indexing of the manuscript.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The background information provides a general overview of maize importance at global and national levels and includes relevant production statistics. The introduction is reasonably structured and offers useful contextual information. At the same time, it is largely descriptive and lacks a clear focus on recent scientific literature and the specific research gap addressed by the study. Strengthening the literature review and better defining the scientific context and justification of the research would improve the overall quality and organization of this section.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
The research objective is stated and can be understood from the final part of the introduction, focusing on the evaluation of maize hybrids under specific agro-climatic conditions. However, the objectives are presented in a rather general manner and are not clearly formulated as specific or testable hypotheses. A clearer and more precise definition of the research objectives, possibly including explicit hypotheses, would improve the scientific rigor of the study.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The literature review includes some relevant references related to maize production and hybrid performance. However, it is limited in scope and does not sufficiently incorporate recent or high-impact studies. The section relies heavily on general information and lacks a critical discussion of current research trends and gaps. Expanding the review with more up-to-date and relevant scientific sources would significantly improve the quality and scientific context of the manuscript.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
The research methodology follows a standard field experimental design and includes relevant agronomic practices, such as fertilization and crop management. The use of a randomized block design with replications is appropriate for this type of study. Nevertheless, the methodological approach is limited by the short experimental period (only two years) and the lack of more detailed statistical analysis. Additional methodological details and more robust analytical approaches would improve the reliability and scientific rigor of the study.
	

	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 = Not Applicable
The study is based on agronomic field experiments and does not involve human or animal subjects; therefore, ethical approval is not applicable in this case.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 
The results are presented in a generally understandable manner, with key findings described and supported by tabular data. The comparison among hybrids is clear, and the main trends can be followed. The presentation is mostly descriptive and lacks sufficient statistical depth. The absence of detailed statistical indicators and more structured presentation limits the clarity and scientific strength of the results.
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript lacks properly integrated tables and figures within the text. Although data are presented, they are not clearly structured or effectively incorporated into the results section. The absence of graphical representations limits the clarity and interpretation of the findings. Improving the formatting and integration of tables, as well as including relevant figures (charts or graphs), would significantly enhance the readability and scientific presentation of the results.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The discussion makes only limited connections between the obtained results and existing literature. Although a few references are cited, they are not sufficiently integrated into a critical comparison with the study findings. The section remains largely descriptive and does not adequately explain similarities or differences in relation to previous research. A more in-depth discussion, supported by relevant and recent literature, is needed to strengthen the scientific interpretation of the results.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The conclusions are generally consistent with the results presented, particularly regarding the superior performance of one hybrid. The main findings are reflected in the conclusion section. The strength of the conclusions is limited by the short experimental period and the lack of detailed statistical support. As a result, the conclusions appear somewhat generalized and would benefit from stronger analytical backing.
	

	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
	1 = Poor
The manuscript does not discuss the limitations of the study. Important aspects such as the short experimental period, limited statistical analysis, and potential environmental variability are not addressed. Including a dedicated discussion of limitations would improve the transparency and scientific rigor of the study.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The references included are partially relevant to the topic, but their number is limited and they do not adequately reflect recent developments in the field. Several citations are relatively old, and there is a lack of up-to-date and high-impact sources. Expanding the reference list with more recent and relevant studies would improve the scientific grounding and credibility of the manuscript.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript is generally understandable, but the language quality is inconsistent and requires improvement. There are several grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and issues with clarity that affect readability. Careful language editing, preferably by a native English speaker or professional service, would significantly improve the overall quality of the manuscript.
	





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.
	The title is generally suitable as it reflects the main focus of the study, including the crop, the subject (hybrid performance), and the study region. The title could be made more specific by including key experimental conditions (agro-climatic conditions or evaluation parameters), which would improve its precision and scientific impact.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract should be improved by including more detailed information on the statistical analysis and by clearly highlighting the scientific contribution and novelty of the study. It is also recommended to better structure the abstract by briefly stating the objective, methodology, key quantitative results, and main conclusions in a more concise and analytical manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO - The manuscript should be improved by strengthening the experimental design and statistical analysis to ensure scientific rigor. Extending the study over more years and applying more robust statistical methods would increase the reliability of the results. In addition, a clearer linkage between results, discussion, and existing literature is needed to support the conclusions more effectively.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO - The reference list should be expanded to include more recent and relevant studies, particularly from the last 5–10 years. Incorporating current research on maize hybrid performance, yield stability, and agronomic practices would strengthen the scientific context and improve the credibility of the manuscript.
	

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

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

	NO
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic related to maize hybrid evaluation under specific agro-climatic conditions. The study has practical importance for regional agriculture and hybrid selection. At the same time, the manuscript has several significant limitations that affect its scientific quality. The experimental period of only two years is insufficient to capture interannual variability, which is essential in agronomic research. In addition, the statistical analysis is limited and does not provide enough support for the conclusions. The discussion is largely descriptive and lacks a strong connection with recent scientific literature. It should also be noted that the study is based on data collected during 2020–2021, yet the manuscript appears to have been submitted several years later. Clarification is needed regarding this delay, as it raises concerns about the timeliness and current relevance of the results. The manuscript would benefit from a clearer presentation of the research objectives, a more comprehensive and up-to-date literature review, improved data analysis, and better language quality. Addressing these aspects would significantly enhance the scientific rigor and overall contribution of the study.

The manuscript presents a relevant topic; however, it has several important methodological and scientific limitations. The short experimental period, limited statistical analysis, weak integration of literature, and language issues significantly affect the scientific quality of the study. Substantial revisions are required, including improvement of the statistical approach, strengthening the discussion with recent literature, and enhancing the overall clarity and structure of the manuscript before it can be considered for publication.
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