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	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 explores sustainable onion production through the integration of PGPR, compost, and mineral fertilizers, addressing soil degradation and disease pressure. It identifies specific bacterial strains that enhance growth, biomass, and disease suppression, offering eco-friendly crop management strategies suitable for developing countries. The findings provide evidence-based alternatives to chemical fertilizers, enhancing productivity and reducing disease incidence, thus supporting resilient, low-input agricultural systems.
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	The abstract presents clear aims, methods, major findings, and a conclusion. To strengthen it, a more concise description of the experimental design is needed, including clarifications on treatment arrangements, statistical testing for observed differences, and summarization of the pot experiment scale. Additionally, emphasizing the practical implications, such as the potential of compost-based PGPR formulations to reduce mineral fertilizer dependency, is recommended, alongside reducing some numerical detail for improved flow while retaining critical quantitative results.
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	Overall, it is good and suitable.
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	Yes, but some references could be improved by incorporating more recent studies from the last 3–4 years.
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	The manuscript's English is generally understandable but not yet suitable for scholarly communication. It contains grammatical errors, long or unclear sentences, inconsistent technical terminology, and improper flow. A thorough revision by a professional editor is recommended, focusing on sentence structure, terminology consistency, reducing redundancy, improving transitions, and correcting errors. Enhancing the language will significantly improve clarity and impact.
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