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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 review manuscript is relevant to the scientific community because it addresses the growing interest in sustainable agriculture and circular utilization of agro-waste. It summarizes the production, characterization, mechanisms of action, and agricultural applications of eco-enzyme as a bio-based input for crop production. The paper is useful as a consolidated overview for researchers working on organic fertilizers, waste valorization, plant growth promotion, and environmentally friendly alternatives to synthetic agrochemicals. It also highlights current limitations, especially the lack of standardization and long-term field validation, which may guide future research directions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the main content of the manuscript. However, because the paper is a review article, it would be even better to indicate this directly in the title. A possible alternative is: “Eco-Enzyme from Agro-Waste as a Bio-Based Input for Sustainable Crop Production: A Review.”
	

	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 informative and covers the main idea, composition, and potential agricultural value of eco-enzyme. However, it may be improved by briefly mentioning that this is a review article and by adding one sentence on the key limitations, such as the lack of standardized production methods and limited long-term field evidence. I also suggest slightly reducing repetitive statements on general benefits and making the final sentence more specific regarding the manuscript’s contribution
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically relevant and logically structured, with useful sections on production, characterization, mechanisms, plant effects, advantages, limitations, and future prospects. However, the scientific accuracy should be improved in several places because some statements appear too broad, insufficiently supported, or imprecisely formulated. For example, claims about “juvenile hormones,” gas uptake statements, and some mechanistic explanations should be checked carefully and supported with stronger evidence. A more critical distinction between well-established findings and preliminary or context-specific observations would strengthen the scientific quality of the review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is fairly extensive and includes both foundational and several recent sources from 2023–2025, which is a strength of the manuscript. At the same time, some cited sources seem weak, inconsistent, incomplete, or not directly aligned with the agricultural focus, and several references should be checked carefully for quality, formatting, and relevance. I recommend adding more peer-reviewed recent studies from well-indexed journals specifically focused on field performance, soil microbiology, nutrient dynamics, and standardization of eco-enzyme formulations in agriculture.
	

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


	The English is understandable, but the manuscript requires moderate to substantial language editing before publication. There are multiple grammar issues, article/preposition errors, awkward phrasing, subject-verb agreement problems, inconsistent capitalization, and some non-standard scientific expressions. Careful professional English editing would significantly improve readability and scholarly presentation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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