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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 review addresses critical Zn deficiency in vegetable production, linking agronomy to human nutrition amid climate challenges. Valuable for sustainable farming in Zn- improperly regions like India. Timely with nano-Zn advances.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	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
	4;shorten for punch. 
	

	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
	4; Comprehensive, add veggie examples.
	

	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; Satisfactory ; expand to 7 (Zn deficiency, biofortification, foliar spray, INM, nano-Zn, vegetable crops, stress tolerance)
	

	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
	4; sufficient; add review methodology adopted
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5; excellent; clearly stated
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; very much relevant
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; Mostly 2021-25; add 2026 literature if possible and available
	

	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
	1; literature search methodology is not clear; which databases were searched into is not provided
	

	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
	3; needs improvement; more synthesis with identification of gaps
	

	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
	4;  good in future section
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; logical ; discuss limitations of the review
	

	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
	1; not at all
	

	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
	4; good
	

	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
	3; satisfactory but score for improvement
	





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.
	Title is clear and descriptive but lengthy; suggest shortening to "Zinc Nutrition: Enhancing Growth, Productivity, and Quality in Vegetable Crops" for impact.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Abstract summarizes key points well (functions, deficiency, strategies, biofortification) but lacks specificity on vegetable examples and future gaps; expand to 250 words with quantified impacts (e.g., 25-35% yield loss from deficiency).

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Strong overview of Zn's importance, global deficiency prevalence (30-50% soils), and objectives (four clear aims). However, repetitive (e.g., multiple mentions of yield/quality impacts) and lacks a explicit literature search method (e.g., databases, years). Improve by adding a review methodology paragraph and pruning redundancies to focus on vegetable-specific gaps.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

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

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

	NA
	





PART  3: 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Introduction
Strong overview of Zn's importance, global deficiency prevalence (30-50% soils), and objectives (four clear aims). However, repetitive (e.g., multiple mentions of yield/quality impacts) and lacks a explicit literature search method (e.g., databases, years). Improve by adding a review methodology paragraph and pruning redundancies to focus on vegetable-specific gaps.
Biochemical Functions and Growth Roles
Detailed on enzyme roles, photosynthesis, stress tolerance, with good citations (e.g., Saleem et al., 2022). Table 1 (Zn roles) is useful but improperlyformatted (misaligned, truncated). Concerns: Over-relies on cereal/pulse studies; add more vegetable data (e.g., tomato pollen effects). Strengthen critical analysis by comparing Zn efficiency across veggies (e.g., solanaceous vs. brassicas).
Deficiency Symptoms and Impacts
Covers symptoms, soil causes (pH, erosion), human health links effectively. Good global/India stats (38-50% Indian soils deficient). Minor issue: Visual symptoms described generically; suggest figure showing Zn deficiency in tomato/okra. Interpretation solid, but quantify veggie yield losses more (e.g., via meta-analysis if available).
Fertilization Strategies
Comprehensive (soil, foliar, seed priming; rates like 5-25 kg/ha ZnSO4), with pros/cons (e.g., foliar better in calcareous soils). Table 2/3 (Zn effects on veggies) excellent but incomplete/formatted badly (e.g., truncated rows). Major concern: Lacks crop-specific recommendations table; add one comparing application efficiency (e.g., foliar 0.5% ZnSO4 optimal for tomato). Discuss toxicity risks more quantitatively (e.g., >30 mg/kg soil).
Biofortification and Nutrient Interactions
Highlights agronomic biofortification benefits (e.g., 5-13x Zn increase in microgreens), interactions (P antagonism). Strong on health outcomes ("hidden hunger"). Improve: Critically evaluate efficacy across veggies (e.g., tomato vs. leafy); add figure on Zn uptake pathways. Minor: More 2025+ nano-Zn studies needed.
Sustainable Management and Future Directions
Covers INM, precision ag, climate impacts well (e.g., drought reduces diffusion). Future sections forward-looking (nano-Zn, GWAS, AI). Weakness: Repetitive with earlier sections; consolidate. Suggest adding research gaps table (e.g., veggie-specific Zn efficiency QTLs lacking).
Conclusions and References
Conclusions reiterate key points without new insights; merge with recommendations. References extensive (~100, recent), peer-reviewed, but some duplicates/misformats. Minor: Ensure DOIs active; standardize (e.g., "underline" artifacts).
Major Concerns
· Structure and Originality: Feels descriptive rather than critically analytical; lacks synthesis (e.g., no meta-trends on foliar vs. soil efficacy). Revise for deeper critique, e.g., "While foliar Zn boosts biofortification 2x faster, residual effects favor soil in rotations."
· Visuals/Tables: Tables 1-3 valuable but garbled (e.g., "TITLE" intrusions, cut-offs); redesign cleanly in Word. No figures; add 2-3 (deficiency photos, application flowchart, biofortification meta-graph).
· Vegetable Focus: Many citations from cereals; prioritize veggie trials (only ~20% are veggie-specific).
Minor Concerns
· Typos/Formatting: Underlines, "TITLE" repeats, inconsistent spacing; proofread thoroughly.
· Length: ~10k words; trim redundancies (e.g., stress tolerance repeated).
· Keywords/Objectives: Add 5-7 precise keywords (e.g., "Zn biofortification, foliar Zn, vegetable yield").
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