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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

The authors have assessed the heat tolerance of the IL by studying the
effect of heat stress at reproductive stage on several photosynthesis
related parameters, which is a good approach. However, it would be
helpful to further strengthen the results by showing data on the growth
and yield parameters.

Other physiological parameters can also be included to indicate the
superiority of ILs over IL1 and the parent line.

A discussion of the result is missing in the manuscript. Although the
authors have tried to cite the research supporting their result a
mechanistic discussion would improve the quality of the manuscript.
A conclusion stating the most superior introgressed line would be
helpful for highlighting the deliverable of the research and may provide
leads for future work

Growth and yield parameters are not available. We are unable to collect the yield
data during the experiment.

Other physiological parameters are not available.

As suggested, discussion part was modified.

As suggested, conclusion was added to the manuscript.

Minor REVISION comments

Discussion can be improved. A proper conclusion and inference of the
research is lacking and can be provided. The better performance of the ILs is
clear but authors can analyse the results further to state the best performing
line

Changes were made as per the suggestions.

Optional/General comments

Please go through the manuscript for grammar and language correction once.
Few sentences and paragraph need attention from this perspective.

Corrections were made and the changes were highlighted.

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)

'We extremely thankful to the editorial team and anonymous reviewers for
their valuable suggestions to improve the manuscript.
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