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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 a critical aspect of sustainable agriculture by exploring the synergistic effects of zinc-based fertilizers and biofertilizers on soil fertility in alkaline soils. The integration of chemical and biological inputs, particularly in nutrient-deficient or challenging soil types like silty loam, offers practical insights for improving soil health and crop productivity. By focusing on nutrient availability and post-harvest soil quality, the study contributes valuable data that can inform best practices in micronutrient management. Such research is especially relevant for regions with similar soil conditions and has broader implications for enhancing agricultural sustainability and food security.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative but could be improved for clarity and broader international relevance. It is recommended to replace the abbreviation “U.P.” with “Uttar Pradesh” to ensure better understanding among global readers. Additionally, a slight rephrasing, such as “Combined Application of Zinc-Based Fertilizers and Biofertilizers Enhances Soil Fertility in Alkaline Soils of Uttar Pradesh”, may enhance the scientific tone and readability of the 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.


	The abstract presents the general outline of the study, including the experimental design, treatments, and key findings related to soil fertility improvement. However, from a scientific and technical standpoint, the abstract could benefit from greater precision and completeness.

Lack of Quantitative Results: While the abstract mentions improvements in pH, organic carbon, and nutrient availability, it does not provide any numerical data or percentage changes. Including key quantitative indicators (e.g., % increase in available NPK or change in pH) would strengthen the scientific impact and credibility of the findings.

Ambiguity in Terms: The phrase “was recorded maximum availability of nutrient in soil” is grammatically incorrect and scientifically vague. It should be rephrased to reflect specific comparative improvements (e.g., “resulted in the highest post-harvest concentrations of N, P, and K among all treatments”).

Insufficient Mechanistic Insight: Given the focus on zinc and biofertilizer synergy, the abstract could briefly allude to the possible mechanisms (e.g., microbial mobilization of Zn, enhancement of nutrient uptake kinetics, or changes in cation exchange capacity). This would be particularly valuable for readers with a background in chemical or soil process engineering.

Missing Context or Implications: The abstract does not mention the crop involved or the broader agronomic or environmental significance of the findings. Stating the crop species and briefly connecting the results to sustainable soil management or productivity would add depth.
Suggested Additions:

Quantitative data on key soil parameters before and after treatment.

Clearer, grammatically correct phrasing of comparative outcomes.

One sentence on potential mechanisms behind the observed improvements.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall design and execution. The use of a randomized block design with appropriate replications supports the validity of the results. However, the manuscript lacks sufficient mechanistic explanation regarding how zinc-mobilizing biofertilizers enhance nutrient availability, especially in alkaline soils. Some claims need stronger statistical backing, and the discussion would benefit from a clearer focus on soil chemical processes, such as zinc speciation and nutrient dynamics under high pH conditions. More precise terminology and quantification are also recommended to improve scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current list of references is insufficient to fully support the manuscript’s scientific context. While it includes some classical and relevant foundational works, it lacks a substantial number of recent studies from the last 5 years, especially those addressing advances in zinc bioavailability, biofertilizer applications, and nutrient management in alkaline soils. To strengthen the manuscript’s scientific rigor and demonstrate engagement with current research trends, it is necessary to incorporate more recent and high-quality references from peer-reviewed journals. This will enhance the credibility and relevance of the study within the broader scientific community.
	

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


	The English language needs improvement. A careful revision is recommended to enhance clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript requires several improvements to meet academic standards. The tables and figures should be properly introduced in the text before they appear, and their results discussed after presentation to guide the reader effectively. The formatting throughout the manuscript needs thorough revision to ensure consistency and adherence to the journal’s guidelines. Additionally, the results section would benefit from a deeper comparison with existing literature to contextualize the findings scientifically. Lastly, the conclusion is too brief and lacks scientific discussion; it should be expanded to summarize key findings and their broader implications.
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