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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 publication has substantial scientific significance as it provides a thorough and cohesive assessment of the plant microbiome's function in enhancing soil health and facilitating sustainable agriculture, a subject of critical relevance in light of global environmental and food issues.

- It facilitates the integration of environmental, molecular, and practical dimensions, equipping researchers with a sophisticated knowledge framework to comprehend the processes of interaction between plants and microbes.

- It emphasizes the promise of bioinoculants as sustainable substitutes for chemical inputs, while addressing the problems that impede their broad use.

- The discovery presents significant potential opportunities in microbiome engineering and its amalgamation with contemporary technology, making it a crucial resource for informing subsequent research and agricultural strategies.
	



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
	= 4
The title is clear, accurate, and reflects the content of the research well.
	

	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
	= 3
Abstract is well-written and comprehensive, providing a thorough examination of the background and significance. Nevertheless, the scientific contribution is not expressly stated, and the document is relatively lengthy and lacks a distinct structure (aims, methodology, results, conclusion...).

	

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

	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
	= 3
Strong scientific background with a lot of information from reputable sources shows a deep knowledge of the subject. However, it's too long and needs to be reduced down, and the study problem needs to be made clearer.

	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 3
The objectives are stated fairly clearly.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 4
The literature review is highly relevant to the topic, and comprehensively covers the environmental, molecular and applied aspects of the plant microbiome.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 5 
many recent studies include data up to 2026.
	

	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
	= 3
The research methodology is outlined in general terms, but lacks methodological detail.
	

	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
	= 3
The presentation is primarily descriptive, and critical analysis is present in a limited capacity. However, there is no systematic comparison between the studies.
	

	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
	= 4
Future trends were well outlined
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 4
The conclusions are clear and consistent with the study material, effectively summarizing the main concepts.
	

	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
	= 4
Some limitations were discussed,
	

	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
	= 4
The quality of the references is very good
	

	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
	= 4
The scientific language is effective, accurate, and cohesive, demonstrating a high degree of professionalism.
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