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	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.


	The manuscript addresses an underexplored aspect of plant–microbe interactions by demonstrating the presence and nitrogen-fixing ability of Azotobacter and Azospirillum on the phyllosphere of knol khol. Understanding foliar nitrogen fixation expands current knowledge beyond traditional soil- and rhizosphere-based studies, opening new possibilities for developing foliar biofertilizers. Such research is particularly relevant in the context of sustainable and low-input agriculture, as it can reduce dependency on synthetic nitrogen fertilizers. The findings provide a valuable foundation for future work on microbial ecology, strain selection, and bioformulation strategies for non-leguminous crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The following title may better suffice the purpose:

Foliar Nitrogen Fixers on Knol Khol: Differential Isolation, Characterization, and Biofertilizer Potential of Azotobacter and Azospirillum
	

	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 not proper. A complete, technically sound abstract has been prepared and changed in the manuscript. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, ut soe how the discussion part may be further clarified for better understanding of the readers.
	

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

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


	Sufficient
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The objectives are implied but not clearly stated. Add a short, explicit paragraph at the end of the Introduction specifying the study objectives and expected outcomes.

· The sampling method lacks replication details—were multiple plants per location sampled and pooled?

· Provide replication and statistical approach for nitrogen fixation data (mean ± SE, number of replicates, and test used). Currently, results are purely descriptive.Clarify whether biochemical tests were performed in triplicates.

· Tables 1–5 are informative, but figure captions are not fully explanatory. Each figure should include sufficient description (medium used, positive/negative interpretation).

· Figures 1–9 could be consolidated or rearranged for better readability.

· The nitrogen-fixation results (Figures 8 and 9) should be statistically analyzed and tabulated for easier comparison.

· The discussion should be strengthened with more mechanistic insights—why do Azospirillum isolates outperform Azotobacter? Discuss in the context of phyllospheric adaptation or metabolic traits.

· The manuscript heavily cites older references (1970s–1990s). Add recent studies (past 5 years) that support phyllospheric nitrogen fixation and biofertilizer development.

· The manuscript is lengthy and repetitive, particularly in the Materials and Methods section. Combine similar procedural descriptions and avoid restating textbook steps.

· Sentences can be made more concise and grammatically polished. For example, replace “leaf were selected” with “leaves were selected”.

· Ensure consistent tense and scientific style throughout. The conclusion restates findings but should also indicate future implications, e.g., potential field evaluation, formulation development, or molecular identification (16S rRNA sequencing).

Minor Comments

1. Italicize all scientific names (Azotobacter, Azospirillum, Brassica oleracea var. gongylodes, etc.).

2. Maintain uniform citation formatting — currently, punctuation (commas, full stops) is inconsistent in the reference list.

3. Correct typographical errors such as “Tripal sugar iron” → “Triple Sugar Iron”.

4. Units should follow journal style (e.g., “mg N g⁻¹ sucrose” instead of “mg N/g sucrose”).

5. Use consistent temperature notation (e.g., 30°C rather than 30 oC).

6. Revise figure legends for clarity and ensure all figures are of adequate resolution.

7. Include a scale bar in microscopic images, if any are provided.

The manuscript presents an interesting and relevant study on the isolation and biochemical characterization of foliar nitrogen-fixing bacteria (Azotobacter and Azospirillum) associated with knol khol leaves from different agro-climatic zones of Chhattisgarh, India. The topic is scientifically valuable and potentially useful for developing foliar biofertilizers to promote sustainable agriculture. However, the manuscript requires major revisions to improve its scientific rigor, organization, and clarity of presentation before it can be considered for publication.
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