Response to Reviewer 3 Comments
Point 1: The manuscript takes up an interesting and important issue, however, the text requires major revision as listed here and highlighted on the attached copy. The main objection is about chosen of bacteria strains for individual analyzes, especially these ones that concern the general bacteria features.
Answer: Thanks for your comments. We will modify our experiment design.
Point 2: As a consequence, the experimental scheme is strongly unclear and particular parts of research seem to be unrelated to each other. It is difficult to guess why MR2 and TS8 were finally tested. 
Answer: Thanks for your suggestion. The experimental scheme has been modified. We firstly screened the bacteria that could produce IAA, ACC deaminase and siderophore. And then, we measured the abilities of the screened bacteria to fix nitrogen, solubilize P, solubilize K, produce acid, and tolerate Cd. Finally, we selected the suitable bacteria (one from root and one from soil) with plant-growth-promoting, acid production, and Cd tolerance traits for the further identification and pot experiment.
Point 3: In my opinion, additional control treatment without Cd application to the soil should be provided.
Answer: Thanks for your suggestion. In our previous study, we have studied the effects of Cd on the growth of miscanthus (Jiang et al., 2018. Doi:10.1007/s11356-018-2835-z). In this study, the aim was to investigate whether PGPB could effectively enhance the Cd phytoremediation of miscanthus. Therefore, we did no design the control treatment without Cd application.
Point 4: The effect of both MR2 and TS8 inoculation could strongly improve the manuscript quality. 
Answer: Yes. In our next experiment, we will test the effects of both MR2 and TS8 inoculation on the multi-metals remediation in practical contaminated soil.
Point 5: There are also some methodological questions that should be explained before the approvement of the manuscript for publication. 
Answer: Thanks for your suggestion. The method and materials section has been revised.
Point 6: What is more, the discussion is slightly descriptive and do not show any mechanisms why and how bacteria influence on Miscanthus growth and phytoremediation capacity. 
Answer: Thanks for your suggestions. We have modified the discussion section.
Point 7: By the way, the improvement of phytoremediation plant efficiency was not obtained since differences between particular treatment in Cd accumulation was statistically insignificant. Maybe results from this part should be express for plant biomass?
Answer: Yes, in this study, some parameters showed no significant difference. However, we found that the total Cd content of soil in the TS8 group was significantly higher than that in the CK group, which may be related to the increase of plant biomass in the TS8 group. In addition, we found that the translocation factor in the MR2 group was significantly higher than that in other groups, which may be related to that MR2 was a root endophytic bacterium.
Point 8: Finally, I recommend to check the text carefully, since there is many typing errors. 
Answer: Thank you for your suggestion. “/or” has been added.
Point 9: Line 46 “/or”

Answer: Thank you for your suggestion. “/or” has been added.

Point 10: Line152-153 Please, provide specific concentrations instead of its range. Which Cd salt was used for the experiment? How was it determined?

[bookmark: _Hlk68613954]Answer: These sentences has been revised to “The maximal tolerance concentration (MTC) of the functional strains were determined by the highest Cd concentration that bacterial could growth, so that we observed the colony on LB agar medium with different Cd concentrations (0.09, 0.18, 0.36, 0.53, 0.71, 1.07, 1.33, 1.78, 2.22 mM) at 30°C after incubating for 24 h [42–44]. The Cd salt used to make the con-centration gradient was Cd(NO3)2·4H2O.”

Point 11: Line158 It would be better to show mollar concentrations

Answer: Thank you for your suggestion. It has been revised to “0, 0.18, 0.36, and 0.54 mM”.

Point 12: Line176 Were the soil properties measured in this study? If yes - these data should be in the result section; if not - please add the reference.

Answer: Yes, the soil properties were measured in this study and these methods have been added and the data has been moved to result section.

Point 13: Line183 Why such Cd concentration was chosen? Was the final Cd content in the soil? total or soluble?

Answer: In our previous investigation, the total Cd concentration of contaminated soils in Hunan province (China) was around 10 mg/kg, so that we considered to use this concentration. 10 mg/kg was the final total Cd content in the soil.

Point 14: Line 186 How was the soil protected from metal leaching? was there any disk to prevent water losses?

[bookmark: _Hlk68614494]Answer: Yes, there was disk to prevent water losses and to protect the soil from metal leaching. When the water leaching out to the disk, it was added into the soil again.

Point 15: Line197 There is a lack of physiological analyses!

Answer: “Physiological analysis and” has been deleted.

Point 16: Line202 shoots or stems?! Shoot consists of stem and leaves,

Answer: It should be stem, and we have revised “shoot” to “stem” throughout the manuscript.

[bookmark: _Hlk68707142]Point 17: Figure 1 legend the abbreviations should be explained

Answer: Thank you for your suggestions. The abbreviations have been explained.

Point 18: Table 3 pieces of bacteria? The table should be supplemented with other bacteria strains to show all of them since it is unclear why only these were chosen.

[bookmark: _Hlk54106284][bookmark: _Hlk68599237]Answer: Thank you for your suggestions. The description was unclear in the methods. We have modified it. In this study, we chose the bacteria, which can produce IAA, ACC deaminase and siderophore, for further tests, including N2 fixation, P solubilization, and K solubilization, acid production and Cd tolerance.

Point 19: Figure 2 I can't find any letters here...

Answer: Thanks for your suggestion. This sentence has been deleted.

Point 20: Figure 3 In most figures the order is MS2 and then, TS8. Please, unifiy it, also in the below figures/tables

Answer: Thanks for your suggestion. We have been changed the sequence of strains in all the figures.

Point 21: Figure 5 This explanation is unclear. between what?
Answer: Figure 5 legend has been revised to “Cell concentration of selected bacteria at 0, 0.18, 0.36, and 0.53 mM Cd concentration during different incubating time. The absorbance of bacteria cells at 600 nm represented the cell concentration. (a) MR2; (b) TS8. The data were expressed as means ± standard deviation (n = 3). Different lowercase letters represent significant differences of absorbance between different Cd concentrations using one-way ANOVA base on Tukey’s test.”
Point 22: Figure 6 shoot or stem? How was it calculated - for individual organs or all together? Explain also in other figures.

Answer: “shoot” has been revised to “stem”. The tissues of plants were divided and weighed individually.

Point 23: Line319 It is unnecessary to use all the time the authors of the botanical name

Answer: Thanks for your suggestion. We have deleted it.

Point 24: Line320 Taking into account of MR2 and TS8 impact on pH, what about this value after plant cultivation in pots? This could affect metal uptake.

Answer: We have added the pH results in this manuscript. However, The pH value showed no significant difference among three group (Figure 7c).

Point 25: Figure 7 What do the colour means? Change the order of leaf and stem to be analogous to the previous figure. Total or soluble form of Cd?

Answer: Thank you for your suggestion. The figure legend has been added and the order of leaf and stem has been changed. The title Cd concentration has been revised to the total Cd concentration.

Point 26: Line387 Was it observed on the roots as colonizing bacteria?

Answer: It is a pity that we didn’t measure whether bacteria colonized in the roots or in the soils.

Point 27: Line396 These data should be shown in this manuscript

Answer: This sentence has been revised to “We investigated the effects of L. jeotgali MR2 and K. michiganensis TS8 on M. floridulus (Lab.) remediating Cd, and found that TS8 significantly reduced the total Cd concentration in the rhizosphere soil from 10 to 5.08 mg/kg, showing a significant increase in remediation effi-ciency of about 8.1% (49.23%) relative to the control (45.53%).”.

Point 28: Line403 It was not examined in this research so it should be removed.

Answer: These sentences have been removed.

Point 29: Line412 Therefore, it would be great to calculate accumulated amount of Cd per plant high.

Answer: Thanks for your suggestion. In our opinion, the Cd concentration in plants tissues might be enough to represent the ability of Cd accumulation in plant, and we have not read any papers about calculating the accumulated amount of Cd per plant high.

Point 30: Line416 Although I probably know what the Authors means, this sentense sounds Illogical. If MR2 did not change the soil Cd content, so what and how was translocated? Please, modify this.

Answer: Thanks for your reminder. This sentence has been revised to “However, we were pleasantly surprised to find although MR2 could not significantly enhance the Cd remediation efficiency comparing with the CK group, it could enhance Cd translocation from root to the aboveground.”.

Point 31: Line419 Only leaves? The general ability to accumulate Cd in above-ground parts of plants is more important.

Answer: All tissues were important for Cd accumulation. In our study, we only found that the significant difference of Cd concentration in leaves between the MR2 and TS8 groups.

Point 32: Line423This abbreviation should be explained when firstly mention.

Answer: “LMWOA” has been revised to “low molecular weight organic acid”.

Point 33: Line431 please find another word, e.g. translocate, transport, etc.

Answer: “absorb” has been revised to “translocate”.

Point 34: Line434 This should be explained

Answer: SaMR10 has been revised to “Burkholdria SaMR10” and SaMR12 has been revised to “Sphingomonas SaMR12”.

Point 35: Conclusions There is a little mess.

Answer: The conclusion section has been revised to “In this study, 41 bacterial strains were isolated from five dominated plants in a Cd-contaminated mining area (Huayuan, Hunan, China). K. michiganensis TS8 and L. jeotgali MR2 showed relatively stronger PGP traits, so that they were selected to apply in Cd remediation synergizing with miscanthus. The results revealed that TS8 promoted M. floridulus (Lab.) growth and enhanced the phytoremediation efficiency of Cd. Although MR2 did not improve the phytoremediation efficiency, MR2 could be considered to increase plant phytoextraction potential. PGPB were combined with energy plants to remediate Cd-contaminated soil through promoting plant growth and improving the capacity of phytoextraction, which can achieve economic and environmental benefits. Our further studies will focus on the co-inoculation of TS8 and MR2 to M. floridulus (Lab.) in remediating multi-metal contaminated soil.”.

[bookmark: _Hlk68624428]Point 36: Line459 None of treatment improved phytoremediation efficiency. However, MR2 could be considered to increase plant phytoextraction potential.

Answer: This sentence has been revised.


