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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 deals with the important issue of the low efficiency of chemical fertilizers and the deterioration of soil health in the Indo-Gangetic plains. By examining the synergistic potential of the application of NPK consortia and Zinc Solubilizing Bacteria (ZSB) on the high-yielding wheat variety DBW-222, have made a valuable contribution to the field of Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) through the empirical results. This research assumes particular importance as it offers a potential to break the conventional yield-protein trade-off in the intensification of cereal production while developing a regenerative approach to avoid the exhaustion of the soil's pedological potential. This research makes a valuable contribution to the current discourse on the potential of microbes to improve nutrient management.
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive, but it appears to follow a logical format. Some suggested changes are as follows:

Terminology: The use of the phrase "grain proteomic stoichiometry" is scientifically incorrect for the methods employed. In the present study, the micro-Kjeldahl method was employed for the estimation of total nitrogen, which was then converted to crude protein. This is not proteomics, which would imply the study of the entire complement of proteins. Please replace this phrase with "grain protein content" or "nitrogen-protein stoichiometry."

Clarity: The use of the phrase "apical superiority" for the plant height is incorrect. Please replace this phrase with "maximal plant height."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The design of the experiment (RDB) and statistical tests are correct. Nevertheless, there are some issues related to scientific accuracy:

Missing Equation in Methodology: In "Materials and Methods," in "Growth Dynamics," it says: "derived using the following differential equation (Zhang et al., 2025):" - here, the equation is missing in the text. It should be provided.

Discrepancy in Methods vs. Results: In "Biochemical and Microbiological Quantification," it says: "Microbial Biomass Carbon (MBC) quantification was done using chloroform fumigation extraction." - in "Results," in "Table 5," it only says "Bacteria" and "Fungi" (CFU counts). Where is the data on "Microbial Biomass Carbon"? It should be provided in "Results" or removed from "Methods."

Terminology - "Dysbiosis": "rhizospheric dysbiosis" - this term is applied to describe the control soil in this study. However, it should be noted that this study employed a culture-dependent approach to analyze microbial communities, where only <1% of microbial diversity is represented by CFU counts. It is not correct to say "dysbiosis" - it should be "reduced microbial activity" or "depletion of beneficial microorganisms."
	

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

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


	The English is grammatically correct, but the writing style is overly verbose and "flowery," making it difficult to concentrate on the scientific content. The writing is also overly complex with words that should be simple scientific terminology (e.g., "precipitated a precarious paradox," "ontogenetic development," "astronomical escalation," "apical superiority," "zenith").

Suggestion: Edit the writing for concision and clarity. For example, change the writing from "ontogenetic development... exhibited a profound response" to "Crop growth parameters responded significantly." Change the writing from "apical superiority" to "superior plant height." Scientific writing should emphasize precision rather than flair.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The clarity of the data in the tables is good. The hierarchy of the treatment effects is clear (T7 > T6 > ...). The "yield-quality paradox" discussion is interesting. The mechanisms of ZSB, i.e., siderophore production as mentioned in the intro, need to be more directly connected to the yield increases in the discussion. Overall, the article has good potential. The reference issues need to be corrected immediately.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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