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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.


	The importance and significance of this paper was not properly, the experiment is without in depth discussion on the functional of inoculum, without this part, it is not recommended for further consideration. The writing and arrangement of the paragraphs and lines is not consistency. In the Introduction, too narrative on soil salinity and the most important part of halobacteria was not sufficiently reviewed. And SI unit was not properly used in the manuscript, like meter2.
	

	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.


	Yes 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically correct and significant but certain part needed to be more clearly described. Including:
1. the comparison was not made with other commercial strains. 

2. the reasons to do the mixture of the strains were not mentioned, is that any synergetic effects of others additional functional, what is the mechanism of mixing them?

3. The commercialization of the strains should be mentioned to benefit more user.

4. The reason authors analyse the NPK in the seeds was not mentioned, author should focused on the utility rate of the NPK in soil instead of this analysis. 

5. The author(s) merely mentioned the results, but mechanism, functional properties of these inoculum were not discussed and compared with others references. 

6. Grammer should be fixed and consistent.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Space to improve. Grammer should be fixed and consistent. Line, paragraph arrangement is not consistent. 
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	Major revision needed as mentioned above.
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