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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.


	(1) This manuscript provides a comprehensive review of the metagenomic insights into the sugarcane rhizosphere, emphasizing the vital role of uncultured microbial communities in sustainable crop production; (2) The paper highlights the functions of beneficial microbes and it contributes   to the understanding of natural alternatives to chemical fertilizers and pesticides; and (3)It bridges the gap between fundamental microbial ecology and practical agricultural applications, thus, aligning with the goals of sustainable and resilient agriculture. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title clearly indicates the core focus of the manuscript: metagenomics, sugarcane rhizosphere, and sustainability under environmental changes. However, be clarified and concise about the phrase "in the Changing Environment” this is somewhat unclear and could be more specific or streamlined.
	

	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 of the article is generally comprehensive, but the following areas may consider for Improvement: (1) An effective abstract typically includes: background, objectives, and methods (if applicable), key findings, and significance. This one blends background and findings without clear transitions; and  (2) The full manuscript discusses  about challenges or knowledge gaps, but these are absent from the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct overall, and the claims are largely evidence-based and relevant. However, the following should be addressed:  (1) refine phrasing to avoid overstated conclusions: “Non culturable microbes get neglected…”  This should be rephrased to reflect scientific nuance: “Non-culturable microbes remain underrepresented in traditional studies due to methodological limitations.” (2) Some sentences confuse microbial presence with functionality. These should be more precise (e.g., detecting nifH genes does not always imply active nitrogen fixation); (2) Strengthen scientific value by including more quantitative comparisons or data from cited studies: e.g., how much metagenomics interventions improved yield, or percentages of microbial taxa shifts; and (3) The challenges of DNA extraction bias, annotation errors, and functional prediction limitations in metagenomics are mentioned briefly but need stronger emphasis for balance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a robust list of references that are both sufficient in number and relatively recent, supporting its scientific claims well. The cited literature spans from foundational studies to very recent publications (2020–2024), which is appropriate for a review article.
	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates a strong grasp of the subject matter, but the English language quality is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. It requires moderate to substantial editing to meet academic publishing standard.
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