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	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 study demonstrates that integrating biofertilizers—particularly nitrogen-fixing and phosphate-solubilizing bacteria—with organic and mineral fertilization significantly enhances wheat (Triticum aestivum) growth, physiological performance, and yield. The results highlight strong positive correlations between key physiological traits (LAD, NAR, CGR) and grain yield, indicating their crucial role in productivity. Importantly, the findings suggest that biofertilizers can partially replace mineral nitrogen inputs, supporting more sustainable agricultural practices. Overall, the work is relevant and well-designed, though it could be strengthened by including soil characterization and economic analysis.
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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	3 = Satisfactory
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
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	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
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	4 = Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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	4 = Good
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript has some shortfalls with the language that needs to be attended to by thoroughly editing the manuscript's language. Please make sure that the manuscript is thoroughly reviewed. Numerous typos and syntax issues are still present
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