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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 manuscript is of considerable significance to the scientific community as it investigates sustainable and cost-effective alternatives to synthetic growth regulators such as IBA for the propagation of fig (Ficus carica L.) through hardwood cuttings, which presents a major challenge in horticulture where chemical auxins continue to dominate despite growing environmental concerns.

By illustrating that Azospirillum biofertilizer performs similarly to IBA at a concentration of 3000 ppm—showing superior results in shoot parameters while being statistically comparable in root characteristics—it offers empirical evidence that supports the incorporation of biofertilizers into organic and low-input fig nursery practices, potentially decreasing dependence on non-renewable or costly inputs.

The addition of cow urine and vermicompost in conjunction with commercial biofertilizers expands the possibilities for eco-friendly propagation methods, in line with global movements towards sustainable agriculture and climate-resilient fruit crop production.

In summary, the findings provide valuable insights to the limited research available on bio-inoculants in fig cuttings, presenting practical implications for farmers operating in resource-constrained areas such as India.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable as it clearly describes the objective and key treatments. However, it could be more precise and grammatically refined for better scholarly appeal. "Enhancing fig (Ficus carica L.) cutting performance with biofertilizers, cow urine, vermicompost and IBA" has minor issues (e.g., "cutting" should be "cuttings"; missing Oxford comma before "and IBA"; somewhat broad phrasing).

Suggested alternative title:

"Enhancing Rooting and Growth Performance of Fig (Ficus carica L.) Hardwood Cuttings Using Biofertilizers, Cow Urine, Vermicompost, and IBA"
	

	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 provides a reasonably thorough overview, encapsulating the experimental setup, key treatments, design, and principal findings related to sprouting, shoot, root, and survival parameters. It emphasizes the enhanced performance of Azospirillum concerning sprouting and shoot characteristics, while IBA at 3000 ppm is noted for its effectiveness in root traits, with both treatments showing comparable results in various aspects. Nonetheless, it is deficient in certain critical details that would enhance clarity and could benefit from improvements in conciseness and completeness. 

Include: A clear reference to the experimental design (CRD with three replications), the specific location and year (Raipur, 2022-2023, Kharif and Rabi), and the composition of the rooting media (Soil:FYM:Cocopeat 2:1:1). Briefly mention the range of cow urine concentrations that were tested and indicate that vermicompost was applied at 50 g/kg. Additionally, clarify the statistical significance more explicitly (for instance, "Azospirillum was significantly superior for sprouting and shoot parameters, comparable to IBA 3000 ppm"). Revise/Clarify: The statement regarding root parameters indicates "influenced significantly under the cuttings treated with IBA @ 3000 ppm which was found significantly at par with Azospirillum" — while accurate, it could specify the primary root number, length, and survival percentage. Delete/Shorten: There is minor redundancy in the repeated phrase "significantly at par"; consider condensing the nutritional value of fig fruits if space constraints arise (as this is more background information than core results). 

In summary, aim to expand slightly to 250–300 words if the journal permits, ensuring that it serves as a complete and standalone summary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is fundamentally scientifically robust, featuring a coherent experimental design that includes a completely randomized design (CRD), three replications, suitable controls, and pertinent parameters assessed at various intervals. 

The methodology is thoroughly described and can be replicated, encompassing aspects such as cutting preparation, IBA dissolution, media ratios, and application rates. The results are consistently displayed using tables, standard error of the mean (SEm±), and critical difference (CD) values, which effectively illustrate significant statistical variations. The interpretations are reasonably consistent with the referenced literature, particularly regarding the role of auxins in rooting and the production of growth regulators by biofertilizers. Nevertheless, there are some minor scientific and interpretative concerns that warrant attention:

 There is a discrepancy in the data presented between the abstract and the tables; for instance, the abstract indicates a shoot length of 42.33 cm under Azospirillum at 120 days after planting (DAP), while Table 2 records a length of 34.46 cm. Additionally, the primary roots are reported as 94.79 cm in both the abstract and the table, which is minor but should be verified for transcription errors. Furthermore, the root length stated in the abstract (39.47 cm under Azospirillum) does not correspond with Table 1, which lists it as 25.94 cm—this inconsistency requires immediate rectification. 

Some assertions, such as the claim that Azospirillum accumulates endogenous growth promoters, are plausible; however, they could benefit from more cautious wording, as direct evidence supporting auxin production in this species or context is somewhat limited. 

The treatments involving cow urine demonstrate intermediate efficacy, yet the higher concentrations (15 ml/kg) appear to be less effective—this discussion could delve into the potential for phytotoxicity. 

Additionally, there is no reference to the specific variety of fig utilized, which is a significant oversight that impacts reproducibility and generalizability. 

With these amendments, particularly concerning the alignment of data with tables and the specification of the variety, the scientific integrity of the manuscript is upheld and it offers valuable contributions to the field.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are moderately adequate, with approximately 20 cited sources, which encompass essential literature on fig nutrition, propagation, and the use of biofertilizers and auxins (for instance, Chadha 2007, Patel & Patel 2018). Nevertheless, a significant number of these references are dated (prior to 2015), and there is a scarcity of recent citations (after 2020). The domain has experienced advancements regarding bio-inoculants and IBA in fig and fruit cuttings, which includes research on Azospirillum-like PGPR in related species and the application of combined bio-stimulants in fig.

Kumar et al. (2024 or other similar recent studies) focusing on IBA and bio-stimulants in fig cv. Dinkar cuttings (for example, research demonstrating the effects of PSB/Trichoderma). 

Recent publications concerning Azospirillum in grapevine and fruit propagation (such as Toffanin et al., 2016 or updates following 2020 regarding PGPR in woody cuttings). 

While Patel & Patel (2018) is referenced, it would be beneficial to include additional sources on fig-specific biofertilizers if they are available (for instance, publications from 2024-2025 discussing IBA combined with bio-inoculants in fig).

 Furthermore, it is advisable to incorporate 1-2 reviews on sustainable propagation or PGPR in horticulture (post-2020) to provide a broader context.
	

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


	The English language used is comprehensible; however, it necessitates considerable enhancement for academic publication. Numerous grammatical mistakes are present (for instance, the phrase "influenced significantly under the cuttings treated with" demonstrates awkward construction; there are also subject-verb agreement discrepancies such as in the statement "The cuttings treated with... took minimum days"). Additionally, typographical errors are evident (for example, "DAP" is not consistently defined at the outset; there are issues with spacing in tables), along with sentences that are either awkward or repetitive (such as the phrase "significantly superior which was found statistically at par" being reiterated). Furthermore, there are non-idiomatic phrases (for instance, "sky high cost" should be revised to "exorbitant cost"). While the scientific terminology is largely accurate, the overall clarity is compromised by lengthy run-on sentences and inconsistent verb tense usage (a mixture of past and present). Recommendations include: engaging in professional editing or proofreading is crucial. It is important to enhance the flow, minimize redundancy (for example, similar explanations are reiterated across various sections), ensure uniform terminology (for instance, using "DAP" consistently as "days after planting"), and judiciously apply the active voice in methods/results where suitable. Moreover, tables require formatting adjustments (such as alignment and consistent abbreviations). With these revisions, the work can achieve a standard suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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