Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Microbiology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JAMB_145359

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Studies on Effect of Seed Biopriming with MPKV Bacterial Consortium on Growth and Yield of Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp)

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 presents findings of considerable importance to the agricultural science community, particularly within the domain of sustainable crop production. By demonstrating that seed biopriming with a specific bacterial consortium can maintain cowpea yield while reducing the recommended dose of fertilizers by 25%, the study offers a tangible strategy to mitigate the economic and environmental costs associated with chemical inputs. The research contributes valuable, data-driven evidence supporting the integration of bio-inoculants into conventional farming systems. Consequently, this work holds significant potential to influence agronomic recommendations and advance the adoption of more ecologically balanced agricultural practices for legume cultivation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is descriptive and accurate but lacks impact. The phrase "Studies on Effect of..." is somewhat conventional and does not fully capture the significance of the findings. A more compelling title would highlight the key outcome of the research.

Suggested Alternative Titles:

"Seed Biopriming with an MPKV Bacterial Consortium Enhances Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata) Yield and Reduces Fertilizer Requirement"

"Enhancing Cowpea Productivity and Nutrient Use Efficiency via Seed Biopriming with a Bacterial Consortium"
	

	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, effectively summarizing the study's objective, methods, primary results, and conclusion. It successfully communicates the core message that 25% of N and P fertilizers can be saved.

Suggestions for Improvement:

1. While including specific data is a strength, the abstract is dense with figures. The authors might consider slightly rephrasing to improve narrative flow without sacrificing the key quantitative results.

2. The concluding sentence is strong, but its impact could be amplified by explicitly framing the finding as a direct contribution to sustainable agricultural goals. For instance, emphasizing the dual benefit of cost reduction for farmers and reduced environmental load.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology employed is appropriate for an agronomic field trial, and the parameters measured (e.g., plant height, root length, yield components, microbial populations) are relevant to the research questions. The statistical analysis, which notes that the T2 (75% RDF) treatment was statistically at par with the T1 (100% RDF) treatment, is correctly interpreted and forms the basis of the study's main conclusion.

However, the authors should acknowledge a key limitation: the experiment was conducted at a single location during a single season (kharif 2024). To strengthen the generalizability of the findings, it should be mentioned that multi-location or multi-season trials would be necessary to validate the effectiveness of this approach across different agro-climatic conditions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally appropriate, but the manuscript could be strengthened by incorporating more recent literature. The latest citation is from 2022. Several relevant studies and reviews on seed biopriming, microbial consortia, and fertilizer reduction in legumes have been published in 2023 and 2024 that would enrich the Introduction and Discussion sections.
Suggested Additional References:

1. A general review on seed biopriming, such as Sharma et al. (2023) in Microbial Biotechnology, could provide a broader context for the work.
2. Studies on the use of microbial consortia for other crops, like the work by Carneiro et al. (2023) or Abd-El-Haleem et al. (2023), would help situate the findings within the wider literature on biofertilizers.
	

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


	The quality of the English is sufficient for the scientific content to be understood. However, the manuscript would benefit from professional copy-editing to correct minor grammatical errors, improve sentence structure, and refine phrasing for better clarity and academic tone. For example, terms like "statistically at par with" are clear but could be phrased more formally as "statistically equivalent to" or "did not differ significantly from." Such revisions would enhance the overall professionalism and readability of the article for an international audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Nil
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