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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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 manuscript addresses a topic of significant scientific importance: "Integrated Nutrient Management" (INM) in the cultivation of French beans (*Phaseolus vulgaris* L.). This approach serves as a cornerstone for achieving sustainable agriculture and reducing reliance on manufactured chemical fertilizers.
The study evaluates the interactive effects of lowering chemical fertilizer dosages when combined with bio-fertilizers specifically *Rhizobium* bacteria and phosphate-solubilizing bacteria (PSB) across various genetic cultivars, offering practical agricultural insights.
The findings provide data on nutrient-use efficiency, productivity enhancement, and economic returns for French bean farmers cultivating crops in red sandy-loam soils within tropical and subtropical regions.
The study offers valuable scientific information for researchers focused on developing eco-friendly strategies for crop nutrition.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The manuscript title does not align with its content and requires improvement. The title could be made more precise and clearer by explicitly mentioning the evaluation of varieties or specifying the experimental conditions. A suggested title is: "Effect of Integrated Nutrient Management on the Growth, Yield Indicators, and Performance of French Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) Varieties."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No.
The reason is that the abstract lacks quantitative and qualitative details regarding the comparison of genotypes (such as specific yield values ​​for the 'Malgudi' variety versus the 'Anuradha' variety), economic evaluation (benefit-cost ratio, B:C), and indicators of statistical significance. Therefore, the abstract should be revised to include the following: a summary of numerical results concerning the performance of the genotypes (e.g., pod yield of the 'Malgudi' variety compared to the 'Anuradha' variety), the benefit-cost ratio (B:C) for the best-performing treatments (T5 and T4), and an explicit mention of the experimental design employed (Randomized Complete Block Design in a factorial arrangement) to provide a comprehensive overview of the methodology used.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No.
The references are insufficient, and some are not up to date; there are more recent sources that could be utilized for example:
Ammar, E.E., Khalaf, B.M., Shaalan, M.A.A. et al. Assessing the impact of Djdi on the growth, nutrient uptake, and secondary metabolite production in Eruca vesicaria (L.) Cav.. BMC Plant Biol 26, 912 (2026). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12870-026-08864-5

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
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Ahmed Gelany, Luxor University, Egypt
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