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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 provides mechanistic insight into how Bacillus spp. suppress major wheat foliar blight pathogens by linking fungal growth inhibition with specific hydrolytic enzymes and siderophore production. By integrating antagonistic assays, enzyme profiling, and correlation analysis, the study advances understanding beyond descriptive biocontrol reports toward mechanism-oriented evaluation. The work also highlights the importance of growth phase, pH, and temperature in modulating biocontrol efficacy, which is critical for experimental standardization and downstream application. Collectively, these findings offer a structured framework for selecting and characterizing bacterial biocontrol agents based on functional traits rather than inhibition assays alone.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No
Involvement of Hydrolytic Enzymes and Siderophore Produced by Bacillus spp. in Inhibition of Wheat Foliar Blight Caused by Bipolaris sorokiniana and Alternaria triticina
	

	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 but overly detailed. It should clarify the main objective earlier, reduce excessive numerical and methodological details, and avoid implying mechanistic causality that is not directly proven. Strengthening the final sentence to clearly emphasize the scientific significance of the study would improve clarity and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically valid overall, and its methods, results, and conclusions are consistent with established biocontrol research. The experiments are appropriate and well aligned with known mechanisms by which Bacillus strains inhibit fungal pathogens. However, some interpretations—particularly those involving enzyme activity in co-culture, enzyme unit definitions, and the source of siderophores—require clarification to avoid overgeneralization. With these refinements, the study provides a credible and accurate scientific contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript’s references are overall sufficient, relevant, and include many recent studies from the last five years. They adequately support the work, but the manuscript could be strengthened by adding a few high-impact and up-to-date references on Bacillus lipopeptide mechanisms, Bipolaris disease biology, siderophore-mediated biocontrol, and microbial consortia. These additions would enhance the scientific depth and modern context of the study.
	

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


	The article’s English is generally understandable, but it is not yet suitable for scholarly publication. It requires thorough language editing to correct grammar, improve clarity, and ensure a professional academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	the manuscript would benefit from clearer language, more concise presentation of results, and refinement of certain methodological descriptions. Strengthening the discussion by more directly linking findings to recent literature would also improve the manuscript’s impact. Overall, the work is promising and can make a valuable contribution to the field with revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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No ethical issues are present in this manuscript.
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