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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.
	This paper looks at the different types of lotus plants found in Kerala. It gives us some basic information that scientists can use later on when they're trying to breed new lotus varieties or protect the ones we already have. This shows there are some really good plant types that grow and flower better than others. We can use these to help pick the best ones for selling, decorating, or for use in water gardens. It also points out how we could use these local plants for cultural events and growing flowers. This study also helps us better understand lotuses, both how they generally work and how they can be useful.

	














































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
	4 = Good
Clear and descriptive, but could be slightly refined to fully reflect the methods used.

Revising the title to:
“Phenotypic Diversity and Morphological Performance Evaluation of Local Lotus (Nelumbo nucifera Gaertn.) Genotypes in Kerala”
	

	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 = Good
The abstract is comprehensive and informative, but minor language polishing and slight clarification regarding genetic claims would improve it further.
Regarding the mention of “genetic improvement,” we clarify that our study focuses on phenotypic and morphological evaluation, and the phrase refers to the potential of these genotypes for future breeding programs rather than molecular genetic analysis.
	

	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
Keywords are relevant and useful but could be slightly refined to improve searchability and precision.
To address this, revising the keywords to:
“Lotus, Nelumbo nucifera, Local genotypes, Phenotypic diversity, Performance evaluation, Morphology”
	

	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
  We have restructured the introduction to follow a logical flow: general importance of lotus → previous studies on diversity → research gap → objectives of the study. 
  We have condensed repetitive descriptions regarding cultural significance and regional distribution. 
  We have explicitly highlighted the research gap, clarifying the need to evaluate local genotypes in Kerala for their phenotypic diversity and potential applications. 
  Additional recent literature references have been included to strengthen the scientific context.
	

	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 = Good
The objectives are clear and relevant but could be slightly improved by:
· Presenting them in concise, numbered form 
· Including explicit testable hypotheses

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The literature review is relevant and sufficient for background but could be updated with recent studies and include critical analysis to clearly identify research gaps. 

	

	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
	4 = Good
The methodology is generally appropriate for the stated objectives but could be strengthened with more replicates, detailed statistical analysis, and consideration of environmental effects.
	

	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
	Not Applicable
Ethical concerns are minimal, but it would strengthen the manuscript to explicitly mention compliance with local regulations or collection permits, if relevant.
	

	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
Results are detailed and comprehensive, but clarity and readability could be improved by condensing text, emphasizing key patterns, and including figures for visual summary. 

	

	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=Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
These revisions strengthen the discussion by making it more analytical, contextualized, and aligned with the existing literature, thereby improving the scientific rigor of the manuscript.
	

	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
	4 = Good
  We have revised the conclusion to include limitations, such as the small sample size (10 genotypes), the lack of molecular or genetic analyses, and potential seasonal or environmental influences on phenotypic traits. 
  We have tempered broad statements, ensuring that claims about “robust foundation for selection” are clearly linked to the specific data obtained. 
  The revised conclusion continues to highlight key genotypes and their practical applications, while providing a realistic perspective on the scope and implications of the study.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
  We have now included a section in the discussion and conclusion that outlines the limitations of the study, including: 
· The small sample size of 10 genotypes, which may limit broader generalization. 
· The absence of molecular or genetic analyses, meaning that conclusions are based solely on phenotypic observations. 
· Potential seasonal or environmental influences on vegetative and floral traits, which were not fully accounted for. 
  By acknowledging these limitations, we provide a balanced interpretation of our findings while still emphasizing the practical and scientific value of evaluating local lotus genotypes.
	

	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
	1= Poor
References are relevant and adequate for background but insufficient in number and currency for a comprehensive scientific discussion. 
Added additional recent references (from the last 5–10 years) on phenotypic diversity, ornamental evaluation, and breeding of Nelumbo nucifera, particularly studies conducted in India and Asia.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
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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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