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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	This paper makes a significant contribution tolerant phosphate solubilizing microbes on wheat (Triticum aestivum L.) under saline conditions  .However, there are some areas that must be improved before of the acceptance.  

Several sentences are long, awkward, or grammatically incorrect (e.g., Application these halo-tolerant PSM should be “Application of these halo-tolerant PSM).

Use clearer sentence structures to enhance readability. Example:

Original application of PSB/PSF alone and in-combination with half RDP showed at par values...”

Suggested applying PSB or PSF alone, or in combination with half the RDP, produced results comparable to the full RDP dose.”

Ensure consistency in abbreviations and spacing, such as:

PSB (1×108 cfu/ml) should consistently use either spacing or no spacing between elements.

Avoid inconsistencies like “@” for “at the rate of”—use formal scientific language throughout.

The abstract is overly detailed and reads more like a summary of the full paper. Focus on the core objective, methods, key findings, and conclusion in a more concise form (200–250 words).

Mention specific statistical significance (e.g., p-values or percentage increases) where possible.

Instead of broadly stating showed highest root lengt quantify the improvement and indicate which treatment statistically outperformed others.The literature review is useful, but citations like “Shrivastava and Kumar, 2015” and “Wang et al., 2012” should be supported with deeper analysis or relevance to the present study.

Reframe general statements (e.g., about the importance of wheat) to more directly support the rationale for using PSMs under salinity stress.

Replace incorrect terms like "spreaded" → "was spread"

Correct tense and structure issues (e.g., "receive" → "received")

Report findings without interpretation in the "Results"

Discuss comparisons, literature, and implications in the "Discussion"

Replace unclear phrases like “at par with” with “statistically similar (p > 0.05)”

Highlight percentage increases and statistical relevance explicitly

Avoid repetition; use concise, evidence-based statements

Quantify the benefit of PSMs (e.g. % increase in yield or % fertilizer saving)
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