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	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.


	The study shows the importance of using organic or microbial biofertilizers to

improve crop yields.

inoculation of legumes with Rhizobium sp on impoverished soils, has shown the need to use Rhizobium sp in legume crops without giving the optimum doses in order to make the crops profitable.
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	 The abstract lacks quantitative data or key findings that give it strength.

 Objectives are not clearly stated; it reads more like a general introduction.
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	· Lacks a strong justification for the research; no clear research gap is defined.
· Heavily descriptive without critical analysis or synthesis of prior research.
· Citations are present but not effectively used to build a compelling rationale.

· Experimental design details are minimal; replication, controls, and sample sizes are unclear.

· Methods lack specificity, particularly in soil sampling and analysis procedures.

· Statistical analysis techniques are mentioned but not adequately described (e.g., which software, assumptions checked?).

· Results are not well-structured; figures or tables are missing or not well-integrated.
· There is limited discussion or interpretation of the data—results are stated without critical insight.
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