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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 important for the agriculture and medicinal plant industry as it resolves the main limiting factor of seed dormancy in a high-value dye and medicinal plant, Indigofera tinctoria. A new synergistic protocol is established for thermal scarification combined with bacterial biopriming (Bacillus spp.) as a sustainable and eco-friendly alternative to chemicals for improving seedling establishment and biomass. The work also provides important data in the area of plant-microbe interaction, giving evidence that biopriming can be optimized to improve vegetative growth and nodulation in legumes with physical hard seed coats.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.

The title mentions all the independent variables (Seed Scarification and Biopriming), the test plant (Indigofera tinctoria L.) and the dependent variables (Vegetative Growth Characteristics). It is a descriptive and scientifically correct title.
	

	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 is almost comprehensive, but would like to add the following.

The abstract dives right into the results ("Among the treatments..."). would add one or two lines giving a bit more specific description of the methodology used before stating the results.

Suggestion: List the specific scarification treatments (sand, boiling water, acid) and the specific bacteria strains ($S_1$ to $S_4$) used before stating that a particular treatment was the best. This will give the reader a context for how much of a range of comparison was done.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its experimental setup, but there are some nitty-gritty text errors that should be fixed:

Treatment Labelling Errors: The codes given in the "Materials and Methods" do not match with the text description in the "Results" section. This makes following the tables difficult, as a treatment (combination of S and T) mentioned in the text should correspond to the same letters in the tables. However, this does not match.

Methodology Definition: S3 is defined as B. velezensis PCSE 10, but S4 is defined as the Consortium. (This repeats in the same way for all the treatments S1 to S4, with S3 and S4 being switched in each table and the text descriptions.)

Error in Results: On the text, below the table in "2. Number of branches per plant", it is written: "The lowest number of branches was recorded in S4T3 (seeds treated with B. velezensis PCSE 10)". Error: it is contradictory. If it is S4, then it is the Consortium. If it is B. velezensis, then it is S3. The same error is repeated in section "3. Stem girth" and "5. Dry weight of leaves".

Action: must very carefully cross-check all the treatment codes (SxTy) used in the results text to ensure they match the definition in the methods and tables.
Statistical Presentation: The use of letter grouping (a,b,c) in the tables is excellent, more so than just saying P < 0.05. However, in some cases, the standard errors (SE) are high relative to the means (e.g. Table 1, S2T1 Plant Height SE is ± 5.78). This shows there is high variability in this measurement. have already addressed this with the statistical analysis so it does not detract from the conclusions, but the labelling errors mentioned above must be fixed.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent.

The manuscript includes very recent literature, even citing from 2024 and a projection in 2026, showing the content is current and in line with research trends. The references also cover the needed background on the topics of biopriming, scarification, and the crop.
	

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


	The language is acceptable for scholarly communication.

The English is formal and easy to read. There are a few minor grammatical phrasing issues (e.g. "Seed represent the miniature form" should be "Seeds represent..."), but the message is not lost.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Nil
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