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Review Form 1.6

PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. On page 4, there is written ~"The examination of variation for all the characters
showed fair variations between the genotypes under study, suggesting the existence
of appropriate heterogeneity.” Were the significant differences fined? If yes, what
test did you use? If not, there should be written that this claim is stated only based
on the values of GAM, etc.

2. If lunderstand correctly, the 112 genotypes were divided into seven groups using
the cluster analysis based on the Mahalanobis statistic. However, there is no further
word about the method of cluster analysis. Was it a hierarchical analysis? What
method of connecting the cluster? Were other distances considered? Why
Mahalanobis distance was used? Why the number of clusters is seven?

3.In Table 4, the means are presented. Are there significant differences between
them?

4. In the paper, there are some recommendations for improving rice production. It
would be nice to check this practically. Namely, the experiment could be conducted
to see if the application of recommendation gives greater yields. This would be
something very interesting. However, perhaps this is too expensive.

Minor REVISION comments

1. The summary of the paper is appreciated.

2. The header of Table 5 is on page 10, while this table is on page 11.

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

Reviewer’s comment

IAuthor’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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