

	Journal Name:
	Journa l of Advances in B iology & Biotec hnology

	Manus cript Number:
	Ms _JABB_156954

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Evaluation of Intra- and Inter-Line Genetic Diversity among Eight Drought-Tolerant Maize Lines Us ing
Agromorphological Descriptors in Côte d’Ivoire for Their Us e in Breeding Programs

	Type of the Article
	Res earch Article



PART 1 (Importance of the manus cript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few s entences regarding the importance
of this manuscript for the s cientific community. A
minimum of 3-4 s entences may be required for this part.
	
The s ubject of the study pres ented by the authors is interes ting and topical, with scientific and practical importance.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the s tudy?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good

The title of the article is appropriate, in relation to the topic addressed.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	2. Is the abs tract of the article comprehens ive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good

The article Abs tract is comprehens ive and the keywords are representative of the article topic.
	

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

The keywords are repres entative of the article topic.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper s ufficient
and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives /hypotheses clearly
s tated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	7. Is the res earch methodology appropriate for the
s tudy?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if
applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results pres ented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and
necess ary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to exis ting
literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions s upported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the s tudy dis cuss ed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
N/A = Not Applicable
	

	14. Are the references relevant and s ufficient (in
number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and
unders tandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good

The English language and the quality of the article are suitable for academic communications , and the article is access ible to readers .
	



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 s uitable?

If your ans wer is NO, please provide a brief, clear sugges tion for improvement.
	
The title of the article is appropriate, in relation to the topic addressed.
	





	Is the abs tract of the article comprehensive?

If your ans wer is NO, please provide a brief, clear sugges tion for improvement.
	
The article Abs tract is comprehens ive and the keywords are representative of the article topic.
	

	Is the manus cript scientifically correct?

If your ans wer is NO, please provide a brief, clear sugges tion for improvement.
	In general, the manuscript is s cientifically sound.
However, some aspects that require attention are brought to the authors ' attention.

1.
Keyword separation. In some cas es ";" is us ed, and in
other cases "," is us ed. Revis ion and standardization is recommended.

2. Introduction
The introduction could be a little more cons is tent.

3.
“Latitude” instead of “latitude’ “Longitude” ins tead of “Longititude”

4.
Table 2 is outs ide the page settings . Revis ion and adjustment of s ettings is recommended.

5.
It is recommended to check the data in Table 4, according to the English language. e.g. "0.762" ins tead of "0,762", point instead of comma

6.
Pleas e review Figures 4 and 5. The figure titles are shifted
on the page.
Repos itioning on the page is recommended.

7. References
It is recommended to review the entire References chapter. Bibliographic sources are presented differently: in some
cas es the title of the articles is in regular format, and in
other cases in italics . The title of the journals is written in some cases in bold format, and in other cases it is written in italics . There are other differences .
	

	Are the references s ufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your ans wer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
YES
	

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

(If yes , kindly pleas e write down the ethical issues here in details )
	
Not identified, not the case.
	



PART 3. 

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The s ubject of the study is interesting and topical, with high scientific and practical importance. The introduction is pres ented correctly, in accordance with the subject.
Methodology of the s tudy was clearly pres ented, and appropriate to the proposed objectives .
The obtained res ults are important and have been analyzed and interpreted correctly, in accordance with the current methodology
The s cientific literature, to which the reporting was made, is recent and representative in the field.
I appreciate that the article can be accepted for publication after minor corrections .
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