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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 investigates the effects of phosphorus levels and phosphorus-solubilizing zing bacteria (PSB) on alkaline phosphatase activity in soybean rhizosphere soil, demonstrating significant increases with higher phosphorus (up to 80 kg P₂O₅ ha⁻¹) and PSB (up to 3 L ha⁻¹) applications, particularly in their interaction. 

=The study contributes valuable insights into soil enzyme dynamics under combined chemical and biological phosphorus management in a pot experiment using soybean variety GJS-3 on slightly alkaline clayey soil, addressing a noted research gap on PSB effects in soybean. 

=The findings highlight practical implications for enhancing phosphorus availability and soil health in legume production systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	=Clear and relevant, but it only reflects enzyme activity; consider including soybean response or soil properties if they are intended outcomes.
	

	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 summarizes the experiment clearly, but adding numerical values and practical outcomes would strengthen its usefulness. Also, briefly state statistical significance and highlight the main implication.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	=The methodology is appropriate and the experiment is scientifically sound. 

=However, results interpretation tends to repeat table values rather than expanding physiological mechanisms. 

=Discussion could benefit from deeper comparison with recent literature.

=Figures and tables are clear, but cite each tables and fig in text and captions  shortened. Limit repetition of numeric values in the text.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	=Most references are relevant, but formatting is inconsistent. Ensure uniform citation style. 

=Some older citations could be complemented with more recent studies from the last 5 years.
	

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


	=Acceptable, but several grammatical inconsistencies and repetition exist. A light language editing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	=Strengthen discussion by quantifying microbial population changes if data available; pot study limits field extrapolation, suggest validation in field trials.
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