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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.


	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant topic in sustainable agriculture, as it studies alternative inputs to chemical fertilizers that pose a threat to our environment; however, it has some deficiencies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is too generic as it does not specify the type of biofertilizers used in the study. The term 'nitrogen-fixing and phosphorus-mobilizing microbial biofertilizers' could be used to narrow it down.
	

	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 comprehensive, but 2-4 more keywords should be added
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There is a need to complete the process by carrying out statistical analysis to know the actual difference between the treatments. ANOVA, post-hoc tests, or multivariate analyses are absent in the manuscript. A t-test was used for multi-group comparisons, which is statistically inappropriate. Error bars (SD/SE), and p-values are missing. Missing error bars in graphs and unreported p-values reduce result credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not sufficient. The authors need to take time and do more research on the treatments used and compare the obtained results with more previous studies.
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The full meaning RDF should be written when first used.

2. In the methodology, the manuscript lacks details on slurry application frequency, or volume per plant, hindering reproducibility.
3. Were microbial counts or viability tests performed pre-application? No data on CFU/mL or microbial activity in the slurry raises doubts about treatment consistency.
4. Do you have data on post-harvest on nutrient uptake tests?
5. The conclusion declares T7 (RDF 50% + VAM 50%) as "superior" but lacks clarity on statistical significance (e.g., p-values, confidence intervals).
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