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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 addresses the urgent need for sustainable agricultural practices by exploring biologically driven alternatives to synthetic fertilizers and pesticides. By isolating and characterizing native PGPR strains from the North Telangana region, the study contributes to the regional mapping of microbial diversity essential for developing site-specific biofertilizers. The identification of multifunctional isolates like Brevundimonas diminuta and Acinetobacter baumannii provides a foundation for future research into eco-friendly crop productivity enhancement. Furthermore, the work supports the broader goal of restoring soil health and maintaining ecological balance in agrarian economies
	

	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 is generally comprehensive, covering the study's objective, methodology (serial dilution, screening on selective media), key findings (identification of ten superior strains), and potential applications.

Suggestions for Improvement:

· The abstract should include specific quantitative results, such as the ranges of IAA production or phosphate solubilization efficiency, rather than just stating they were "superior".

· Mention the specific identification of isolates SP13 and SP14 (Brevundimonas diminuta and Acinetobacter baumannii) directly in the abstract to highlight the taxonomic contribution.

· Keywords: The keyword "Biofertiliz" appears truncated and should be corrected to "Biofertilizer"
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study follows standard microbiological and biochemical protocols, such as serial dilution for isolation, IMVIC tests for biochemical characterization, and 16S rRNA sequencing for molecular identification. However, there are areas requiring clarification:

· The identification of Acinetobacter baumannii as a potential PGPR is scientifically controversial. This species is a well-known opportunistic human pathogen. The manuscript must address the biosafety implications and ethical considerations of using such a strain as a biofertilizer.

· There are minor discrepancies in reporting; for example, source 106 mentions 10 isolates screened for HCN, while source 112 mentions 10 screened for siderophores, but the total pool of isolates was 100. The selection criteria for reducing 100 isolates to the final 10 should be more explicitly detailed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cover foundational methods and relevant PGPR studies.

· There are some recent citations from 2018 and 2023, many core methodology references are dated (e.g., 1948, 1983, 1992).

· The authors should include more recent studies (2020–2025) regarding the genomic characterization of PGPR and the use of microbial consortia in climate-resilient agriculture to improve the manuscript’s contemporary relevance.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, utilizing appropriate technical terminology. However, several issues need addressing:

· There are frequent "run-on" errors (e.g., "10 isolates screened in that 3 isolates" , "out of 100 bacterial isolates 6 isolates" ) and spacing issues in tables.

· Inconsistent capitalization and scientific naming conventions (e.g., Gossypium hirsutum is correctly italicized in some places but requires consistent application throughout).

· Phrases like "furious product" (as noted in user context) or "district physicochemical properties" (likely meant "distinct") should be corrected for professional clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Provide more detail on the 16S rRNA sequencing process, including the specific primers used and the GenBank accession numbers for the submitted sequences.

· Table 2 is excessively dense and difficult to read in its current format. It should be summarized or moved to a supplementary data section.

· Re-evaluate the recommendation of Acinetobacter baumannii for field application without extensive pathogenicity testing
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