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PART1:ReviewComments 

 

 Reviewer’scomment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 
correctthe manuscript and highlight that part in 
themanuscript.Itismandatorythat authorsshouldwrite 
his/herfeedbackhere) 

CompulsoryREVISIONcomments 

 
1. Isthemanuscriptimportantforscientific community? 

(Pleasewritefewsentences onthismanuscript) 
 
2. Is thetitleof thearticlesuitable? 

(If notpleasesuggestanalternativetitle) 

 
3. Istheabstractofthearticle comprehensive? 

 
4. Are subsections andstructureofthemanuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Doyou thinkthemanuscript isscientificallycorrect? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you havesuggestion 

of additional references, please mention in thereviewform. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free 
toprovideadditionalsuggestions/comments) 

 

1. Inthecurrentconditions,findingbiologicalsolutionsforproblemsrelatedtotheenvironmentandespecia
llytheedaphicecosystem,representsatargetfortheinternational scientific community. In this context, 
finding effective microbial strains thatcontribute to 
thesustainabilityofacultureisanagriculturalrequirement.Theplantsstudied are of national and global 
interest, taking into account the position of the nativecountry in world production, but also the range 
of compounds contained, beneficial forhumannutritionandindustry,as 
wellasthepositiveimpactonthesoil. 
The materials are described and the tests for the characterization of the isolated 
bacterialstrainsandthemethodfornitrogendeterminationarelisted.Payattentiontotheparagraphsthat 
arerepeated andthat shouldbedeleted. 

2. Thetitleoftheworkissimple,concreteandreflectsthecontentoftheworkverywell. 

3. The summary is as succinct as possible and defines very well the purpose, the resultsand 
themethodsused. 

4. The work is divided into sections, but for a better highlighting of the methods and theresults 
obtained after each test, I recommend dividing the Materials and Results sectionsintosub-sections. 

5. Inthecurrentcontext,thedataobtainedmeettherequirementsofthescientificcommunity 

6. The bibliographic references are sufficient, the new references are supplemented 

withsomeolderreferences 

 

MinorREVISIONcomments 
 
1.Islanguage/Englishqualityof thearticlesuitablefor 

scholarlycommunications? 

  

Optional/Generalcomments   
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 Reviewer’scomment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 
themanuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It 
ismandatorythatauthorsshouldwritehis/herfeedbackhere) 

 
Arethereethicalissuesin thismanuscript? 

(Ifyes,Kindlypleasewrite down the ethicalissuesherein details) 
 
 
no 
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