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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.


	The research investigates how Random Forest and Artificial Neural Networks perform when used to forecast wheat chlorophyll content based on zinc-solubilizing bacteria effects. The study demonstrates Random Forest outperforms other models when working with small experimental datasets which provides essential knowledge for researchers conducting limited data agronomic studies. The research backs up the development of data-based agriculture through zinc biofortification and microbial enhancement for sustainable crop management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 Yes. Although I would suggest that instead of saying manual method, it could just be ANN and Random Forest.
	

	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 key components of the work: problem statement, methodology, key findings; particularly the superiority of random forest over ANN. However, it could be more beneficial to state the smaple size used, clarifying whether the SPAD values were used as input features or predicted outcome. And perhaps change the phrase “manual method” for more clarity
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific accuracy through its proper experimental design (FCRD) and its use of performance metrics which include R², RMSE and MAE. The study results face limitations in general application because the research used a small dataset of 32 participants. The study requires more details about ANN architecture and regularization methods and model evaluation techniques to enhance reproducibility. The model requires cross-validation instead of train-test split for achieving better robustness and reliability in its performance.
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	Yes
	

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


	The manuscript is readable and coherent. However, a professional language edit is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The raw data or code should be included in the supplementary file. Ensure all the tables and figures are mentioned in the text for readability sake.
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