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PART 1


	
	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.
	By addressing the crucial issue of phosphorus deficit in rice agriculture, a significant barrier to global food security, this work significantly advances the scientific community. The work offers significant insights into the genetic regulation of yield and root characteristics under varying nutritional conditions by assessing genetic diversity, heritability, and genetic advancement in Pup1-introgressed rice genotypes. Opportunities for effective selection in breeding programs are highlighted by the identification of features controlled by additive gene activity. Additionally, the results encourage the creation of phosphorus-efficient rice varieties, which are crucial for sustainable agriculture, especially in settings with limited resources and low input.

	














































PART  2

	


	
	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
	5
	

	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  (Please mention the best performing genotypes)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4 (Add  more recent references (post-2020)  and  mention clear cut research gap)
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5 (Add soil phosphorus data and if possible mention weather data)
	

	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
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5  (Please include graph/figure and correlation between yield and root traits.)
	

	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 (Highlight key traits and  add summary table)
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5 (Please mention specific breeding recommendation)
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
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	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.




Mazid, M. S., Rafii, M. Y., Hanafi, M. M., Rahim, H. A., Shabanimofrad, M., & Latif, M. A. (2013). Agro-morphological characterization and assessment of variability, heritability, genetic advance and divergence in bacterial blight resistant rice genotypes. South African Journal of Botany, 86, 15-22.

Beena, R., Veena, V., Jaslam, M. P. K., Nithya, N., & Adarsh, V. S. (2021). Germplasm innovation for high-temperature tolerance from traditional rice accessions of Kerala using genetic variability, genetic advance, path coefficient analysis and principal component analysis. Journal of crop science and biotechnology, 24(5), 555-566.










	






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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript addresses an important -Enhancing phosphorus-use efficiency in rice by assessing Pup1-introgressed genotypes under different phosphorus regimes is a significant and current topic covered in this publication. With a suitable experimental design and thorough evaluation of yield and root-related characteristics, the study is well-thought-out. The results demonstrate substantial genetic variability and provide useful insights into heritability and genetic advance, which are relevant for breeding programs targeting low-input environments. However, the manuscript has some notable limitations. Its direct application for breeding is diminished when superior genotypes are not clearly identified and ranked. Furthermore, the physiological interpretation of the results is weakened by the absence of direct assessments of phosphorus uptake or utilization efficiency. There are also a few minor problems with formatting, clarity, and discussion depth.
Overall, the manuscript has merit and is potentially suitable for publication after moderate revision, addressing the above concerns to improve its scientific rigor and practical relevance.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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