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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.


	This manuscript addresses a relevant and practical aspect of sustainable agriculture by exploring the synergistic effect of native Silicon Solubilizing Bacteria (SSB) and silicon fertilization on paddy rice. With increasing pressure to enhance crop productivity while reducing reliance on chemical inputs, the use of SSB as a biofertilizer to improve silicon bioavailability is a promising strategy. The study provides valuable agronomic data from a field experiment, demonstrating significant improvements in growth, yield, and silicon uptake. Its focus on a native bacterial isolate adds value for region-specific biofertilizer development, contributing to the broader field of microbial biotechnology in crop nutrition
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the manuscript's content. It includes the key elements: the agent (native SSB isolate), the action (effect), and the target (growth and yield of paddy). 
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. However, to enhance clarity, consider specifying the "RD" (Recommended Dose) of Silicon in the abstract text when first mentioned (e.g., "100% RD of Silicon (300 kg/ha)"). Additionally, the final concluding sentence could be slightly strengthened by explicitly mentioning the *combination* of SSB and silicon fertilizer as the key finding, rather than just SSB inoculation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design (RBD with replications) is appropriate. Methods for data collection (soil, plant, microbial analysis) are standard and well-cited.
 Statistical analysis is mentioned. 
The results are presented clearly with supporting tables BUT there is not a single figure in the manuscript, and the discussion logically interprets the findings in the context of existing literature.
 One point for clarification: In the Materials and Methods, soil texture analysis was not mentioned; of course, if the soil was clay, silt or sand will interact differently with these treatments; please verify 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient and cover foundational and relevant studies. However,  a lot of references were very old e.g. Juliano and Bechtel, 1985
 Raven, 1983
. The literature could be strengthened by incorporating a few more recent (e.g., 2022-2024) research articles on SSB in rice or related grasses, beyond the theses and older papers. This would better position the study within the latest advancements in the field. 
	

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


	The language is generally good and understandable. However, there are instances of minor grammatical errors, article misuse, and slightly awkward phrasing (e.g., "The plant samples are oven dried" should be "were oven-dried"; "The sample are then subjected" should be "samples were"). A thorough proofreading for grammar and sentence flow is recommended to meet the standard for formal publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Tables 2, 3, and 4 are informative, but their formatting in the submitted doc appears misaligned . Ensure they are presented as clear, standard tables in the final version.

 Result Interpretation: The non-significant effect on 1000-grain weight and soil N, P, K is appropriately discussed. This honest reporting adds credibility.

 Figure Suggestion: While not essential, a graphical abstract or a figure summarizing the treatment effects on key parameters (e.g., yield, Si uptake) could significantly enhance the manuscript's impact and readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No apparent ethical issues are identified. The study involves a field experiment with plants, and no human or animal subjects are involved. 
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