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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 is particularly important because it connects practical biocontrol applications with underlying physiological responses, offering evidence that supports the development of sustainable, eco‑friendly disease management strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 The title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly summarizes the objectives, experimental approach, and key findings of the study. In addition, including a concise concluding statement on how this work contributes to sustainable disease management would further improve clarity and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, well‑structured, and consistent with established knowledge on Plant Growth-Promoting Rhizobacteria (PGPR) mediated induced systemic resistance (ISR), ROS signaling, and Bacillus plant–pathogen interactions. With minor improvements in clarity and statistical reporting, it is suitable for publication. the manuscript does not explicitly state of number of biological replicates, umber of technical replicates and whether the experiment was repeated. Additional, clarify ROS Quantification, figure legends are currently descriptive but not complete, clarify Treatment Codes and improve flow in the Discussion…..
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	the references are sufficient and not much recents. However, the reference list is heavily weighted toward older literature (2000–2015), with only a few from 2020–2022.
	

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


	The manuscript is clearly written, scientifically coherent, and uses appropriate technical terminology, But Only minor language polishing is recommended to improve flow, reduce redundancy, and ensure consistency in terminology.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
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