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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 article is important in the agriculture sector for the development of biofertilizers. However, the presented work is a preliminary type of work. The phytopathogens are inhibited by selected biocontrol strains and further research is required.
	

	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 very concise and can be modified by adding the rationale of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, it is correct but having some minor technically incorrect parts.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	No, modifications are required.
	

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

	Overall it is ok but modifications are required.



	

	Optional/General comments

	The paper titled “Antagonistic Mechanisms of Bacillus methylotrophicus and Bacillus subtilis: Insights into Cell Wall-Degrading Enzymes and Siderophore Production for Controlling Foliar Blight Pathogens in Wheat” is informative. However, the following comments/ suggestions may further enhance quality and readability.
1) The abstract is very concise and can be modified by adding the rationale of the study.
2) The introduction section can be incorporated with a paragraph on various biocontrol modes of actions of biocontrol agents against phytopathogens and can be enhanced by citing “"Evaluation of mechanism of plant protective attributes of root colonizing bacteria against phytopathogenic fungi." (2022): 238-241.” (chromeextension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.agrojournal.org/28/02-07.pdf)
3) The methodology section has a majority of old citations, It's very important to cite recent articles. Incorporate recent citations.
4) The objective is to inhibit the phytopathogens and not elevate the production of hydrolytic enzymes. The effect of phytopathogenic interaction resulting in elevated enzyme production is obvious. However, the effect of enzymes and siderophores on phytopathogenic inhibition might be more relevant to the aim of the research.
5) The dual culture assay is a very old method of determination of % growth inhibition. Kindly justify why you have used that. 
6) For, enzyme activity determination, which standards you have used. Please elaborate.
7) Modify figure title: remove shows viz Directly write (a) Effect of different time duration. 
8) What is a, b, c, d,.. in figure 3 mention about the denotations?  Like statistically significantly different or what?
9)  DAI in Figure 1 should be the day after incubation and not the day after infection. As in the dual culture technique, we co-culture the different strains and do not give infection.
10)  Please improve the grammar for better understandability. The discussion section is not there. However, from the conclusion section citations can be removed and similar findings can be discussed or added in the result section.
11)  The biocontrol agents never have a synergistic effect with phytopathogens, if so, they can not inhibit their growth. So, the effect is always antagonistic, correct it. In many places, it was written that as hydrolytic enzyme production was enhanced, the bacteria had a synergistic effect. The activation of the defence system in the presence of phytopathogen may be responsible for enhanced enzyme production but it is for antagonising the growth of pathogen modify at all places.
12)  The article should be technically sound. Please modify the technical flaws as mentioned. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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