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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	Micronutrient deficiency, or "hidden hunger," is one of the most pressing public health crises, affecting over 2 billion people globally, with India bearing a heavy burden of stunting and anemia. Rice, as the staple for over 3.5 billion people, is inherently poor in iron and zinc after polishing.

This manuscript is crucial because it identifies and validates extreme-value donor genotypes that far exceed current international breeding targets for iron and zinc. The discovery that traditional varieties like Chittimuthyalu (1694.8 ppm Fe) possess iron levels 100-130 times the HarvestPlus target is a powerful argument for the conservation and utilization of landraces. Furthermore, the rigorous correlation and Principal Component Analysis (PCA) showing the independence of these micronutrient traits from major yield components (PC1-PC3) provides the genetic reassurance that breeders need: we can pursue high-iron and high-zinc without compromising grain yield. This moves the biofortification effort from theoretical possibility to practical, data-driven reality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is accurate and perfectly suitable for an original research article. It clearly defines the scope and subject.
	

	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 is excellent and comprehensive. It clearly states the aim, design, methodology, key numerical results (including the remarkable range for GIC and GZC), the identity of superior traditional and advanced lines, the crucial correlation finding (r = 0.175), and the conclusion regarding genetic resource value and breeding feasibility. No deletions are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and methodologically sound. The use of a Completely Randomized Design (CRD), Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer (AAS) for mineral analysis, and appropriate statistical tools (ANOVA, Correlation, PCA) are standard and reliable. The low Coefficient of Variation (CV) and high 
F-values in the ANOVA confirm the high precision and genuine genetic differences observed. The interpretation of the correlation and PCA results (especially the independence of micronutrients on PC4) is insightful and correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent, demonstrating that the authors have placed their work in the context of the latest biofortification research (e.g., Senguttuvel et al., 2023; Akhtar et al., 2022; Sanjeeva Rao et al., 2020) [cite: 342-407]. [cite_start]The inclusion of foundational work from HarvestPlus (Trijatmiko et al., 2016) and key literature on micronutrient deficiencies is appropriate.
	

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


	The language and English quality are suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, direct, and well-structured.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Contextualizing Extreme Values: The iron content recorded for Chittimuthyalu (1694.80 ppm) is an unprecedented finding that requires strong contextualization. The authors do mention the extreme nature in the conclusion, but I suggest they explicitly address it earlier in the Results and Discussion as well. Specifically, since the values are expressed on a dry weight basis for brown rice (as digestion was performed after dehulling), this should be reiterated to clarify the basis of comparison, though the authors rightly note that their values far exceed reported ranges for both brown and polished rice. It might be useful to briefly speculate on the potential genetic/physiological mechanism—perhaps a unique iron sequestration or transport allele—that allows for such massive accumulation, though this is a suggestion for the discussion, not a requirement.

 PCA Biplot Interpretation: Figure 4, the PCA biplot, is informative but a little crowded. Could the authors consider labeling only the top 15-20 genotypes (e.g., the top Fe and Zn accumulators) for clarity, as the rest of the germplasm cluster around the origin? This is a minor suggestion for graphical improvement. The current figure is still acceptable.
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