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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.


	This manuscript contributes valuable insights into the role of Azotobacter inoculation as a biofertilizer in improving the nutritional quality of Amaranthus viridis. By demonstrating its impact on enhancing mineral and vitamin content, the study provides evidence supporting the adoption of eco-friendly microbial inoculants as alternatives to chemical fertilizers. These findings are significant for the scientific community as they advance the understanding of plant–microbe interactions and nutrient biofortification in leafy vegetables. Moreover, the results have broader implications for sustainable agriculture, food security, and addressing micronutrient deficiencies in human populations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES
	

	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.


	Yes — I reviewed your abstract carefully, and it is well-structured and informative, but there are a few areas where it could be tightened and made more impactful for a scientific audience. Here are my suggestions:

Strengths

It clearly states the objective (assessing the effect of Azotobacter inoculation on mineral and vitamin content of Amaranthus viridis).

The methodology is briefly mentioned (biofertilizer levels and control).

The key findings are presented (increases in nitrogen, phosphorus, vitamins, etc.)

It ends with a conclusion on significance (Azotobacter enhances crop quality).

Suggestions for Improvement

Clarify background/motivation: The abstract jumps directly into the objective. Adding 1–2 sentences on why studying Azotobacter and Amaranthus viridis is important (e.g., nutritional relevance, sustainable farming, food security) would strengthen the opening.

Condense repetitive phrases: Some sentences about “higher concentrations improve mineral content” are repeated — this can be streamlined.

Quantitative highlights: Abstracts are stronger when they include specific numerical results (e.g., “400 g inoculation increased nitrogen content by X% compared to control”) to show measurable impact.

Significance for the field: The last line could explicitly tie the findings to sustainable agriculture, biofertilizer adoption, or reducing dependence on chemicals, making the research contribution clearer.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	YES It is scientifically correct.
	

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

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a relevant and timely study on the use of Azotobacter inoculation to enhance the mineral and vitamin content of Amaranthus viridis. The work is well-structured, beginning with soil characterization, followed by a detailed examination of mineral and vitamin uptake under different inoculation levels. The tables are clear, and the discussion appropriately connects the results with existing literature, thereby strengthening the scientific validity of the findings.

However, a few improvements would enhance the manuscript’s clarity and impact. First, consistency in reporting units (e.g., nitrogen as % or mg/g) is needed for better readability. Second, statistical analysis should be included or at least mentioned to validate the observed differences between treatments. Third, some parts of the discussion could be refined to avoid overgeneralization and to acknowledge possible soil–plant–microbe interactions beyond Azotobacter. Finally, reference formatting requires correction and harmonization.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, contributes valuable insights into sustainable agriculture, and will be of interest to researchers working on biofertilizers, soil microbiology, and crop nutrition.
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