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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	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.

	
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The title "Rising CO₂ and Hidden Hunger: Impacts of Climate Change on Micronutrient Density in Staple Crops" is exceptionally clear and directly reflects the core focus of the study. It effectively bridges the gap between environmental science (CO₂) and public health (Hidden Hunger), making the paper’s scope immediately understandable to the reader.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The abstract provides a thorough overview of the research. It covers everything from the physiological mechanisms of nutrient dilution to the global health implications and policy recommendations, giving a complete and concise summary of the entire manuscript.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful? Rating: 5 (Excellent) The keywords are well-chosen and highly relevant. They include specific scientific terms like "Nutrient dilution" and "Elevated CO₂," as well as broader impact terms like "Food security" and "Biofortification," which will ensure the paper is easily discoverable in academic databases.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The background is excellently structured, starting with a broad definition of the global nutrition crisis and narrowing down to the specific biochemical effects of climate change. This logical flow provides a solid foundation for the reader to understand the complexity of the issue.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The objectives are explicitly defined toward the end of the introduction. The author clearly states the intent to synthesize evidence from multiple disciplines to provide a framework for policy interventions, leaving no ambiguity about the paper's purpose.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The literature review is highly focused and directly supports the paper's arguments. It integrates data from plant physiology, FACE experiments, and epidemiological modeling, ensuring that all cited works contribute meaningfully to the central thesis.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) This is a standout feature of the paper. The review is remarkably up-to-date, featuring numerous citations from 2024 and even upcoming 2025 publications, which demonstrates that the research is at the very forefront of current scientific discourse.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) The methodology section provides a good overview of how information was gathered and the criteria for inclusion. While it is clear and professional, a slightly more detailed list of the specific databases used would make it even stronger.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The paper goes beyond simple reporting. It critically examines how different crop types (C3 vs. C4) respond differently to CO₂ and analyzes the interplay between carbon assimilation and mineral uptake, showing a high level of analytical depth.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The manuscript does an excellent job of pointing out what we still don't know. By dedicating a section to "Research Gaps," it highlights the need for more studies on vitamins and the necessity of moving from crop models to actual human health trials.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The conclusions follow naturally from the evidence presented throughout the paper. The transition from the biochemical data of nutrient loss to the socio-economic recommendations for food systems is handled with strong logical consistency.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) The limitations are effectively addressed, particularly regarding the variability of data across different regions and crop genotypes. These constraints are woven into the discussion of future research needs, providing a realistic perspective on the study's scope.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The references are of high academic quality, consisting primarily of peer-reviewed journals and reports from reputable international organizations. The inclusion of very recent 2024-2025 sources adds significant weight and authority to the paper.
	

	14. 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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) The writing is professional, sophisticated, and very clear. Even when discussing complex physiological processes, the language remains accessible and well-structured, making it easy for a wide range of academic and policy-making audiences to follow.
	

















































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 suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title "Rising CO₂ and Hidden Hunger: Impacts of Climate Change on Micronutrient Density in Staple Crops" is highly appropriate. It clearly identifies the environmental driver (CO₂), the nutritional consequence (Hidden Hunger), and the specific focus (Staple Crops).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is excellent. It effectively summarizes the physiological mechanisms (carbon assimilation vs. nutrient dilution), the methodology (integrating mechanistic and epidemiological evidence), and the significant public health implications, providing a complete overview of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically sound. It accurately describes the "dilution effect" in C3 plants under elevated CO₂ and correctly identifies the impact on stomatal conductance and nitrogen metabolism. The distinction between C3 and C4 crop responses is consistent with established plant physiology and current climate-impact models.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are a major strength of this paper. They are highly relevant and exceptionally recent, including many citations from 2024 and 2025. This ensures that the manuscript reflects the most current developments in climate change and food security research.
	

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

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

	NO. There are no ethical issues identified. As a review article, it synthesizes existing data and literature. It does not involve undisclosed human or animal trials, and the citations are used appropriately to attribute findings to original researchers.
	




Reviewer details:
Ali Ahmed Khalaf , Middle Technical University, Iraq
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