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	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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and integrative synthesis of how root exudates mediate plant–soil–microbe interactions, with a strong focus on phosphorus limitation in wheat-based agroecosystems. By consolidating evidence from physiology, rhizosphere ecology, molecular biology, and multi-omics studies, it clarifies mechanistic links between root exudation, microbial recruitment, and nutrient mobilization that are often treated in isolation. The review is particularly valuable in positioning root exudates as actionable targets for microbiome-based and low-input agricultural strategies, directly addressing global challenges of soil degradation and fertilizer overuse. As such, it serves both as a reference framework for researchers and as a conceptual guide for developing sustainable crop nutrition and soil management approaches.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the manuscript.
	

	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 largely comprehensive and effectively summarizes the background, scope, and significance of the review, particularly the role of root exudates in shaping rhizosphere interactions and improving phosphorus availability in wheat-based systems. It clearly establishes the global agricultural context, identifies root exudates as key mediators of plant–microbe interactions, and highlights recent advances that enable deeper mechanistic understanding.

That said, the abstract could be strengthened by more explicitly stating the main objectives of the review, for example, whether it aims to synthesize mechanisms, compare evidence across studies, or identify future research directions. In addition, briefly highlighting one or two key take-home conclusions would improve clarity and impact. No major deletions are necessary, but minor tightening to avoid repetition and to sharpen the focus on the review’s novel integrative perspective would further enhance its effectiveness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, The manuscript is to be scientifically sound and correct based on the concepts, mechanisms, and interpretations presented throughout the review 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are largely sufficient, relevant, and appropriately recent, with a strong emphasis on studies published within the last 5–7 years, alongside seminal older works that provide necessary theoretical grounding. The bibliography adequately covers key areas including root exudate chemistry, rhizosphere microbiomes, phosphorus mobilization, and sustainable agriculture, reflecting the interdisciplinary nature of the review.

That said, the manuscript could be further strengthened by incorporating a small number of high-impact, recent synthesis or perspective papers (2022–2024) that explicitly address microbiome engineering, plant–soil feedbacks, or translational applications of root exudates in field-scale agriculture. Adding such references would help position the review more firmly within the most current discourse and highlight its relevance to emerging microbiome-based agronomic strategies. Overall, however, no major gaps are evident, and the reference list is adequate to support the manuscript’s scientific arguments.


	

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


	The overall language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication, and the scientific ideas are communicated clearly and coherently
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