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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.
	This manuscript is important to the scientific community as it provides new evidence on mineral variability in advanced soybean breeding lines. This topic is directly relevant to crop biofortification and nutritional improvement. The study combines elemental profiling with multivariate analyses to help identify genetically diverse lines that could be valuable donor parents in breeding programmes. The study also supports efforts to reduce micronutrient deficiency by linking plant breeding with human nutrition and sustainable agriculture.
	The underlying dataset and analytical approach (including descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, principal component analysis, hierarchical clustering and a composite nutritional index across 97 breeding lines) are appropriate, as is the biological narrative. However, the manuscript has several structural and reporting issues that need to be addressed before it can be published: a table on the 97 genotypes evaluated is completely missing; a systematic error in the figure numbers runs through the entire Results section; a key table is embedded as a non-editable image rather than as native data; significance testing for the correlations described as 'highly significant' is not reported; and the two growing seasons (Kharif 2024 and 2025) used to generate the data are not addressed. While none of these issues are fatal to the science, each one would currently prevent smooth production/typesetting or prevent a careful reader from verifying a specific claim.



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
The title is informative, but it could be slightly tightened for style and consistency.
	

	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
	3
The abstract is too dense and should be shortened by removing repeated claims and improving sentence flow.
	

	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
Keywords should be standardized in format, with consistent punctuation and spacing.
	

	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
	2
The background is not yet fully sufficient or well organized, although it does contain the basic scientific rationale. It gives a reasonable overview of soybean nutrition, mineral importance, hidden hunger, and the value of AAS, but the flow is repetitive and the logic does not always build cleanly from problem statement to research gap. The introduction contains useful background but includes several repetitive sentences and citation-heavy passages that could be streamlined.

	

	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
	2
No, the research objectives are not stated clearly enough in the current draft. The manuscript explains the general purpose of profiling soybean minerals and identifying superior genotypes, but it does not present a clean, explicit objective statement or a separate hypothesis framework in a way that is easy for the reader to identify. The objective is spread across several sentences in the introduction instead of being stated once in a precise, dedicated form. That makes the paper feel more descriptive than hypothesis-driven, even though the analyses themselves are quantitative and testable. A reader should be able to locate one clear general objective and, ideally, a small set of specific objectives or hypotheses without searching through the paragraph
	

	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
The cited background supports the study’s core argument: the mineral composition of soybeans matters for nutrition, and breeding can be used to improve it. The manuscript also cites recent work on soybean composition and biofortification-related themes, including studies from 2025 and 2026, so it is not limited to old literature. That said, some older references are still heavily cited, and the section does not always clearly indicate how the cited work addresses the exact gap this study aims to fill.
	

	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
	3
Several methodological details are missing or unclear, including sample digestion specifics, quality control, calibration standards, and whether AAS detection limits or recovery checks were performed.

The Materials and Methods section describes technical (laboratory) triplicates for AAS readings but does not describe the field replication/blocking design for the 97 genotypes across two seasons. Reviewers assessing claims of genetic variability will likely want this stated explicitly (e.g., number of field replications, design type, and whether season was included as a factor or tested for interaction with genotype).
Also, two seasons of data (Kharif 2024 and 2025) were collected, but it is not stated whether the descriptive statistics, correlations, PCA, clustering, and nutritional index in the Results are based on season-pooled means, a single representative season, or an explicit combined analysis. This should be clarified, and if pooled, the stability of the top-ranked genotypes across the two seasons would be a valuable addition (or at least a stated limitation).

	


	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
	N/A 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The results are understandable at a broad level, but they are not presented as clearly as they should be. In fact, the results section is weakened by inconsistent figure numbering, repeated references, and several long, hard-to-read paragraphs. Some sentences mix interpretation with raw results, which makes it harder to distinguish what was observed from what the authors think it means. A few figures are referenced in a way that does not match the sequence of the text, and this interrupts the flow.

A recommendation would be to renumber either the in-text callouts or the captions (not both, to avoid reintroducing a mismatch), and then perform a single, thorough check to confirm that each callout number matches the figure that immediately precedes or follows it. Also, ensure that the boxplot figure referred to in §2.4.1 has an actual caption in the final layout. Currently, no caption is printed for a boxplot figure. As noted in §2.4.2, correlation coefficients in the 0.22–0.33 range are described inconsistently, sometimes as “weak to moderate” (abstract, opening of the correlation section) and once as “high significant” (r = 0.33, Fe–Zn). Aligning the language throughout the paper (and adding p-values) would remove this inconsistency. The paper repeatedly uses the words “significant” and “highly significant” (e.g., “substantial genetic variation,” “high significant association,” “significant differences in mineral concentrations across genotypes”) but no statistical test, p-value, F-statistic, or confidence interval is reported anywhere to support these claims. For a manuscript whose central claim is genetic variability among breeding lines, at a minimum, an ANOVA (or equivalent) for genotype effects, and reported p-values or confidence intervals for the correlation coefficients, would substantially strengthen the paper.
	

	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


	2
The tables and figures are relevant to the study, but they are not yet presented clearly enough to be fully effective. The manuscript repeatedly refers to figures in a way that suggests numbering inconsistencies and ordering problems. Some captions and in-text references appear mismatched, and at least one table placeholder is incomplete, which reduces readability and confidence in the presentation. The text also describes several figures in long paragraphs, which makes the visuals harder to use as quick evidence.
	 

	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
The discussion does relate the findings to prior studies in several places, especially when it links soybean mineral variability, biofortification potential, and multivariate patterns to earlier work on nutrient diversity and breeding relevance. However, the linkage is not always deep or balanced. Much of the discussion focuses on interpreting the current dataset rather than critically comparing the results with existing literature, and the references are sometimes used more as support than as a true comparison. A stronger discussion would explicitly state where the findings agree with, differ from, or extend previous studies. The paper would benefit from a more systematic comparison with prior soybean mineral-profiling and biofortification studies.
	

	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
	3
The Conclusion repeats much of the Discussion and should be tightened into a shorter, more decisive summary.
	

	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
The manuscript does mention a few implicit limitations, such as the fact that the nutritional index can hide a deficiency in one mineral and the need to confirm promising genotypes across different climates and seasons. However, the limitations are not discussed in a dedicated or thorough way. There is no clear section that addresses methodological limits, environmental effects, single-location or two-season constraints, analytical limitations, or the fact that mineral content can be strongly influenced by genotype × environment interaction. A stronger paper would state these limitations explicitly and discuss how they affect interpretation.
	

	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
	3
The main concern is quantity and depth. The discussion would benefit from more recent soybean mineral-profiling studies, more breeding-oriented biofortification papers, and more methodologically specific citations for AAS quality control and multivariate interpretation. As it stands, the manuscript cites enough to show awareness of the field, but not enough to fully anchor the discussion in a broad and current literature base. So, the references are relevant but only moderately sufficient. For a publication-ready article, the authors should expand the reference base, especially with newer studies and a few deeper comparisons to similar soybean mineral and biofortification research.
	

	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
	2

The manuscript is understandable at a broad level, but the language is often awkward, repetitive, and grammatically uneven. That means a reader can usually follow the overall scientific idea, but will have to work harder than necessary to get through the text. Many sentences are too long or poorly structured, and several contain grammar errors, spacing problems, or incorrect word choices. Some passages repeat the same idea multiple times, which makes the writing feel less polished and less concise. In a few places, the intended meaning is clear, but the wording is so awkward that the reader has to infer what the author means
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
A brief improvement would be to shorten the abstract slightly, make the objective and methods more explicit, and tighten the final sentence so it states the main implication more directly without repeating earlier points.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	       NO
The manuscript is not fully scientifically correct as written. A brief improvement would be to carefully verify the statistical interpretation, correct unclear or potentially inaccurate statements in the discussion and conclusion, and ensure the methods and results are reported with complete precision and consistency.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	       NO
The references are relevant, but they do not appear fully sufficient or consistently recent for a strong submission. A clear improvement would be to add more recent soybean mineral-profiling, biofortification, and multivariate-analysis studies from the last 5 years, and then tighten the discussion so the new citations directly support each major claim.
	

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

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

	      NO
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