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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.


	This manuscript addresses an issue of high agronomic and ecological importance -understanding drought tolerance in soybean genotypes, a critical crop for global food and feed security. Given the increasing frequency of drought events under climate change, the study’s exploration of morpho-physiological indicators of tolerance provides valuable insights for breeding programs. The dataset encompassing 60 genotypes strengthens its contribution by offering a broad genetic base for screening. Moreover, the findings hold translational value for regions dependent on rainfed soybean cultivation, where identifying resilient cultivars can directly enhance yield stability and farmer livelihoods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The author(s) may consider the following title: “Morpho-Physiological Performance of Soybean [Glycine max (L.) Merrill] Genotypes under Drought Stress”
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive. The abstract effectively summarizes the study but can be improved for conciseness and flow. It reiterates background information and lacks quantitative highlights.

Suggestions:

· Begin directly with the research purpose rather than general soybean importance.

· Include key data points (e.g., range or % reduction in RWC, biomass, etc.) to strengthen scientific value.

· Merge repetitive phrases like “morpho-physiological traits” and “drought stress conditions.”

· Keywords can be expanded to include: genetic variability, drought resilience, soybean breeding
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound, with proper experimental design (RBD, replications, clear trait definitions). The data are statistically treated and discussed with adequate references. However:

· The sample size mismatch (abstract mentions 53 genotypes; methods mention 60) needs correction.

· The use of only two replications may limit statistical robustness; justification or error estimation should be included.

· Some inferences in discussion (e.g., causal relationships between traits and drought tolerance) should be more cautiously framed as associations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent. The reference list is extensive and recent, with citations from 2020–2025, indicating good literature coverage.
	

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


	The manuscript is readable but verbose, with several archaic or overly ornate phrases (e.g., “veneration,” “vivacious source,” “preeminence of genotypes”).

Suggestions:

· Simplify and modernize language for scholarly tone.

· Shorten sentences to improve clarity and readability.

· Ensure consistency in scientific terms (e.g., “genotype(s)” to “genotypes”).
	

	Optional/General comments


	Additional Comments:
The following section wise comments may be implemented by the author(s) for improving the manuscript further.
Abstract & keywords
· Include 2–3 quantitative results (e.g., RWC range, canopy temperature variation).

· Replace general terms like “putative drought tolerant” with precise ones like “identified four genotypes exhibiting >65% RWC under drought.”

· Add keywords: genetic variability, drought indices, resilience breeding, phenotypic plasticity.
Introduction

· Reduce excessive citations from the same research group.

· Refine flow: move from global to national to specific research gap.

· End with a clear statement of objectives (currently implied, not explicitly stated).
· End with research objectives in a clear, stand-alone paragraph.
Materials and Methods
· Clarify discrepancy in genotype count (53 vs. 60).
· Mention the drought stress quantification method (soil moisture %, rainfall data).
· Specify software versions and statistical parameters (ANOVA assumptions, CV%).

· Include replication reasoning and data transformation steps if applicable.
· Mention any limitations of the research design.
Results and Discussion
· Integrate graphs or box plots for key traits to enhance visual comparison.

· Avoid descriptive repetition (e.g., listing every genotype repeatedly). Summarize trends instead.

· Strengthen linkage between traits and mechanisms (e.g., RWC ↔ osmotic adjustment).

· Discuss broader implications for breeding programs and climate adaptation.
· Add a short paragraph on future research needs .
Conclusions 
· Rewrite in more impactful, action-oriented tone.

· Currently descriptive; should be impact-focused and forward-looking.

· Add a line on breeding or biotechnological application potential.

· Avoid redundancy with results; focus on “what this study enables next.”
· Add a line on policy or farmer-level implications.

· Avoid repetition of results; focus on “so what” of findings.
· End with a forward-looking statement-how this research contributes to sustainable food systems in India.
· Suggest future research directions (longitudinal studies, long-term impacts, economic feasibility).
Other Suggestions:

· Separate recommendations section may be inserted with recommendations for all stakeholders in bulleted form.
· Ensure recommendations are realistic and actionable, indicating which stakeholders (marketers, policymakers, or breeders) each applies to.
· The author(s) should add section future scope of the study after the conclusions section, describing in brief how this current research can help in developing relevant future policies.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)
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