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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 the critical global challenge of reducing chemical fertilizer dependency in agriculture while maintaining crop productivity. The study provides significant evidence that an Integrated Nutrient Management  approach combining AMF, PSB, and FYM can effectively replace up to 50% of synthetic fertilizers in soybean cultivation without compromising yield. These findings are highly relevant for the scientific community as they offer a scalable, eco-friendly strategy to enhance soil and ensure economic profitability for farmers. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, but it does not fully reflect the scope of the study, which includes a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis. I suggest modifying the title to explicitly include the economic aspect.

Suggested Alternative Title: 'Effect of Arbuscular Mycorrhizal Fungi and Phosphate Solubilizing Bacteria on Growth, Yield, and Economics of Soybean

	

	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 yield is currently reported in "q ha⁻¹" (Quintals per hectare). I strongly recommend converting this to the International System of Units (SI), such as "kg ha⁻¹" or "t ha⁻¹" (tonnes per hectare), as "quintal" is not a standard unit used globally
· The phrase “A field experiment titled ....” is unnecessary as the title is already stated at the top of the manuscript. I suggest deleting this repetition and focusing directly on the aim of the research
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Please provide details on the inoculum density or quality. For AMF, what was the spore count per gram of soil? For PSB and Rhizobium, what was the CFU count? Mentioning the dosage is also necessary.
· to ensure the manuscript is accessible to a global scientific audience, please convert all yield data to "kg ha⁻¹" or "t ha⁻¹" (tonnes per hectare) throughout the Abstract, Results, and Tables

· The discussion regarding the superior performance of T10 (50% RDF + PSB + AMF + FYM) and the lower performance of other treatments needs a more comprehensive scientific explanation

· There is a significant logical discrepancy in Economy Table where "Net Monetary Returns" are listed as higher than "Gross Monetary Returns" . This is mathematically impossible. To avoid this logical fallacy, please: Briefly explicitly state in the Materials and Methods what constitutes the "Cost of Cultivation", explain the formula how to get gross or net money return
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current references require updating to include more recent and specific literature regarding the mechanisms of organic amendments and bio-inoculants. I strongly suggest the authors review and cite the works of https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=Y5r0SWgAAAAJ&hl=en and https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=jyf7fhAAAAAJ&hl=en  ). These researchers have extensively published on the interactions between AMF PSB. Incorporating their findings would provide stronger scientific justification for the synergistic effects observed in this study
	

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


	The English quality is generally good and suitable for scholarly communication. However, a final proofreading check is recommended to further polish the manuscript if resources are available
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript holds significant merit and addresses a relevant topic in sustainable agriculture. However, to ensure the findings are clear to a global audience and free from logical fallacies, the authors must address specific technical issues
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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