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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 paper provides an important information about India’s Soybean Sector. This sector is showing significant importance for Indian food security and agriculture economy. The study has an assessment over 30 years with few econometric tools to analyse the trends and, more importantly, the instability in production, trade, and productivity. The findings are highlighting the issue regarding production growth is the only area which is driven by static yields and leads to much volatility in trade to fulfil in-house demand
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is absolutely suited to the manuscript. It is concise as well as descriptive
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract could be slightly strengthened by mentioning conclusion in it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes it is scientifically robust

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are appropriate and also support the decision. Author can add some government reports in this to strengthen the context on yield stagnation.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes
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	Table 3 and Note 
1. The use of 000metric tons with kilograms is creating a confusion that disrupts the flow of analysis. It is suggestion to convert all values in the same unit. Also The current presentation makes the massive percentage changes misleading (e.g., a change from 0.08 '000 MT to 250 kg is not -99.67% as calculated from the base value of 80 MT).

2. The conclusion is good but could be more meaningful if one or two specific, actionable recommendations (e.g., investment in irrigation, high-yielding varieties, or extension services) based on the findings would be there.
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