Supplementary Material
Comments by editor for resubmission of paper
Reviewers' comments on your work have now been received. You will see that they are advising against publication of your work.
Therefore I must reject the manuscript as is, but I encourage you to resubmit as a new manuscript after the appropriate changes or research have been completed.
Please include continuous line numbers in your manuscript to facilitate editorial handling and reviewing.
The reviewers' comments can be found at the end of this email or can be accessed by following the provided link.
Reviewers' comments:
Reviewer #2: Author have made all significant changes, therefore paper should be accepted in the current form.
Reviewer #3: The article describes an interesting study with a very rich methodology. However, the experiments themselves were not carried out correctly and the description of the results is still below the level of acceptability for publication.
If we want to compare the effect of bacteria on the plant, we cannot keep the test group of seeds for 2-4 hours in LB medium with bacteria and the other group of seeds in water, because this way we have two variables: the presence of bacteria and the presence of LB components.
The first subsection of the results chapter is entitled "Isolation and Identification of PGPR" and there is only one sentence in this subsection: "The soil samples collected from different arsenic contaminated places were tested for different heavy metals (i.e., Arsenic, Chromium, Cadmium and Lead)." What does this title mean and how does this sentence relate to this title? Why are metal names capitalized one time and lowercase the next?
Lines 376-379, what is the criterion for using the word "significant differences" when there is nothing about statistical analysis? This also applies to all other places in the manuscript (Figs. 1-7) where statistical significance of differences is mentioned.
The quality of the description of the results and discussion are very low. The validity of the conclusions is called into question due to the poorly selected controls in the 'effect of bacteria' studies on plants (Pot exepriment). The text is written rather carelessly despite this being the second revision. To its credit, the richness of the tests carried out on isolated bacteria in terms of PGPB. If a statistical analysis of the results of these tests had been described, their publication could have been considered, whereas it is not possible to publish the results from the related with pot experiment.
Yours sincerely,
Prof. Gangrong Shi
Editor
Environmental Science and Pollution Research


