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	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 paper investigates the effect of using composts from halophyte plants on some microbial, enzymatic and physicochemical properties of soil under coastal agricultural conditions. The simultaneous evaluation of several different soil indicators provides a comprehensive and acceptable view of the soil response to organic treatments. The results of this study can be useful for researchers and experts working in the field of saline soil management and the use of organic fertilizers. However, the main value of the paper is more practical and dependent on regional conditions and has limited conceptual innovation.
	

	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.


	It is appropriate and comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is no problem in this case.
	

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


	Definitely needs editing and revision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. 
The manuscript refers to “Azospirillum” without specifying the species or strain used. Since different Azospirillum species exhibit markedly different physiological and plant growth–promoting traits, this omission seriously affects the reproducibility and scientific clarity of the study. The authors must clearly specify the species/strain, source, and formulation of the Azospirillum inoculant.

2. In the material and methods section, the compost preparation part: 
the procedure for providing compost should be explained shortly.

3. In the material and methods section, the treatment part:
 does not mention how long the compost remained on the farmland or how often soil sampling was done!

4. In the material and methods section, the determination of the soil microbial population part:
the “microbial enumeration method” is described in a general manner. While the use of soil extract agar, Martin’s Rose Bengal agar, and Kenknight’s agar is acceptable, the authors should clearly specify the exact plate count procedure (e.g., spread or pour plate), dilution ranges, and incubation conditions to ensure.
5. In the material and methods section, the determination of soil enzyme activity:
The description of soil enzyme assays is overly brief. Referring solely to Tabatabai (1982) without providing key experimental details (e.g., sample condition, incubation time and temperature, and so on) limits methodological clarity and reproducibility. This section should be revised and expanded accordingly.
6. In the material and methods section, the determination of physico-chemical properties of experiment soil:
The description of physico-chemical analyses relies heavily on literature citations, with limited methodological detail provided in the manuscript. While the use of standard methods is acceptable, key experimental details necessary for reproducibility should be briefly summarized. The authors are encouraged to expand this section accordingly without excessive repetition of published protocols.

For example, which physico-chemical parameters were measured? The authors did not mention.

7. Table 1 requires formatting improvement. The table title is redundantly repeated both above and within the table, and several cells in the “Value” column are left blank due to inappropriate inclusion of section headings (e.g., Mechanical, Physical, and Chemical properties) as data rows. The table should be reformatted to clearly distinguish headings from measured parameters and improve readability.

8. “Available Phosphorus ” is repeated twice in Table 1.

9. All figures in the manuscript are presented with titles above the images. Figures should be formatted with captions placed below the images in accordance with standard journal conventions. Please revise the figure formatting accordingly.
10. The phrase “the combination of Suaeda maritima compost along with cow dung manure and Azospirillum ” is very repetitive in the manuscript. Easily use T6.
11. The numbering of the figures must be arranged. Plate 1 and Plate 2 have to be changed to Figure 1 and Figure 2.
12. In Figures 1, 2, and 3; the correct units are 106, 105, and 104. The use of negative exponentiation is meaningless here.

13. The statistical analysis is not adequately presented in the figures. While p < 0.05 is reported, the specific post hoc test used for mean comparison (Tukey) should be clearly stated in all figure captions. In addition, significant differences among treatments should be explicitly indicated (e.g., by letter groupings as commonly used in Tukey’s test), rather than being described qualitatively in the text.


Statements such as “T6 recorded the highest microbial counts and enzyme activities in soil” are not sufficient without a visual indication of statistical significance among treatments.

14. The Results section needs some rewriting to improve clarity. Several percentage increases or decreases are reported, but the reference for these percentages is often unclear (e.g., compared to control, initial values, or other treatments). Please clearly state the basis of comparison for all percentage values and revise the text to make the results easier to follow.

15. There are too many figures. If it is possible, merge them and reduce the number of images.

16. The Discussion section largely reiterates percentage changes reported in the present and previous studies without adequately discussing the underlying reasons for these increases or decreases. To strengthen this section, the authors should move beyond listing percentages and provide explanations for the observed trends.

17. The sentence of “…Balakrishnan et al. (2007), reported nearly a 20% reduction in dehydrogenase activity…” is not aligned with the author's results. If there is no oversight mistake, explain the reason of this misaligned.
18. The Discussion section needs some rewriting to improve clarity. There are some obvious grammatical and editorial errors, and some sentences are too long and confusing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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