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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 highly significant for the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive synthesis of current knowledge on bio-inoculants and their multifaceted roles in enhancing plant resilience to abiotic stresses. By systematically detailing the mechanisms through which beneficial microorganisms improve nutrient acquisition, modulate phytohormones, alleviate oxidative stress, and enhance soil health, it bridges fundamental research with practical agricultural applications. The review highlights recent methodological advances, including high-throughput sequencing, metagenomics, and synthetic microbial community design, offering researchers valuable insights for precision microbiome management. Furthermore, by integrating field success stories, limitations, and future research priorities, the manuscript serves as a crucial reference for scientists, agronomists, researchers and policy makers aiming to develop sustainable, climate-resilient agricultural systems.

	














































PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
· (The introduction is well-written and provides a clear overview of the significance of bio-inoculants for enhancing plant resilience under abiotic stress. However, it could be further strengthened by including a brief historical context of bio-inoculant research, highlighting global adoption trends and economic significance, and mentioning current knowledge gaps or challenges. This would provide a more comprehensive foundation for the review and better frame the study’s relevance to both scientific research and practical applications).

· "The manuscript is comprehensive and well-written; however, inclusion of a schematic figure or diagram summarizing the mechanisms of bio-inoculants and their impact on plant-soil interactions under abiotic stress would greatly enhance clarity and visual appeal. A figure could help readers quickly understand complex interactions and highlight key concepts discussed in the text."
*"I suggest adding a schematic figure illustrating the mechanisms of bio-inoculants in enhancing plant-soil synergy under abiotic stress. The figure could include key components such as:
· Types of bio-inoculants (PGPR, AMF, beneficial fungi, microbial consortia) 
· Mechanisms of stress mitigation (nutrient mobilization, phytohormone modulation, ACC deaminase activity, osmolyte accumulation, antioxidant defense, EPS production) 
· Types of abiotic stresses (drought, salinity, heavy metals, temperature extremes, nutrient deficiency) 
· Measurable plant/soil outcomes (growth improvement, water retention, nutrient uptake, pathogen suppression, soil structure enhancement) 
A well-designed diagram would provide a clear, visual summary of the complex interactions discussed throughout the manuscript, making it easier for readers to grasp the overall concepts at a glance."*

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	



PART  3: 
	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)

	







Reviewer details:

Sanket Sanjay Shinde, Lovely Professional University, India

[bookmark: _GoBack]


Page 3 of 3
V180326


