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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 research addresses an important, applied question (isolation and functional profiling of chickpea rhizobacteria/actinomycetes with antagonism to Sclerotium rolfsii and Rhizoctonia bataticola). The dataset (223 isolates, 75 actinomycetes) is promising, and the combination of dual-culture screening, enzymatic assays and multivariate analysis is appropriate. 
	

	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 should be revised. It should be written as Background, Aim, Methodology, Results and Conclusion. Remove Study design, Place and Duration of study. It must all be within 200 words
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	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?


	Yes but it can be improved
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The inhibition formula is written as I = (C-T/C) × 100 is incorrect, the correct version is

 I = (C − T) / C × 100. This will definitely affect all your data. Pls redo your statistical analysis
2. L-tryptophan concentration for IAA production is given as 1 µg/mL (section 2.4.1). That concentration is unusually low compared with standard protocols (many studies use 10–100 µg/mL to 0.1–1 mg/mL). 
3. Table 1 includes “CD (0.05)” and mean ± SE, but the explanation and full statistical output are unclear. Provide full descriptive statistics (n, mean, SD/SE) and clarify what CD means.

4. The manuscript claims isolates “simultaneously promote plant growth and suppress soil-borne pathogens” and calls them “potential bioinoculants” (Abstract, Conclusion). All data are in vitro. No greenhouse/field or in planta disease-suppression experiments are shown. Reword claims to say “potential”  
5. Figure 1 has many missing labels and a messy legend (several “RCA-” names appear in the figure area without clarity). Figures 2–6 and Fig. 3 are referenced, but the panels are not clearly described; many images include letters, but the legends do not fully explain them. Table 1 is hard to read (columns not aligned, ambiguous headings like “C (mm)”, inconsistent units). Each figure/table should be standalone: include a full caption explaining sample size, meaning of symbols, statistical annotations, and units. Consider replotting heatmaps and PCA biplot with clearer axes labels, variance explained on axes, and isolate labels readable.

6. The manuscript notes brown discolouration around pathogen mycelium, possibly due to metabolites (Results). This needs to be confirmed using LC-MS, or GC/MS.

7. Temperature is shown as 4℃ and 28±2℃, instead of 4 °C or 28 ± 2 °C.

8. The text references Figs. 1–6 but the file contains odd placements and some figures seem duplicated or mis-numbered. Make sure every referenced figure exists and appears in the correct order, with clear captions.

9. Some media are listed but not their sources or concentrations (AIA, BDA, King’s B). Provide catalogue numbers or recipes (or cite a standard). For actinomycetes isolation, state whether antibiotics were used to suppress fast-growing bacteria and how actinomycete colonies were differentiated from others. 
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