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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	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 important to the scientific community because it provides a timely and comprehensive synthesis of the role of plant-associated microbiomes in enhancing plant resilience to climate-induced abiotic stresses. Its critical evaluation of microbial mechanisms, evidence from controlled and field environments, and limitations of current phytobiome-based approaches provides valuable insights for researchers working in plant–microbe interactions, stress physiology, microbiome science, and climate-resilient agriculture. The manuscript also highlights important research gaps, particularly regarding combined stresses, field validation, host genotype–microbiome interactions, and the development of stable microbial consortia. Overall, the review provides a useful framework for guiding future research toward translating phytobiome-based discoveries into reliable and practical strategies for sustainable crop production under changing climatic conditions.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 – Excellent

The title is concise, scientifically appropriate, and accurately reflects the manuscript's focus on phytobiome-mediated resilience to climate-induced abiotic stresses.
	

	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
	5 – Excellent

The abstract adequately covers the climate context, microbial groups, stress types, literature-search approach, major mechanisms, evidence limitations, research gaps, and overall conclusion. It also clearly communicates the laboratory-to-field translational gap.
	

	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 – Excellent

The keywords are relevant and cover the major conceptual, biological, stress, and application dimensions of the review.
	

	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
	5 – Excellent

The introduction establishes the climate-change/abiotic-stress context effectively and progresses logically toward the role of the phytobiome. The distinction between phytobiome, microbiome and holobiont is particularly useful.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	– Excellent

The objectives are explicitly stated and logically structured around mechanisms, critical appraisal of evidence, and translation from controlled environments to field application.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent

The cited literature is highly relevant to plant–microbe interactions, abiotic stress, climate adaptation, inoculants, SynComs, and microbiome engineering.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent

The manuscript incorporates substantial recent literature, including several 2024–2026 publications, while retaining important foundational studies. The search was reported as ending on 30 June 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
	4 – Good

The methodology is unusually well described for a narrative review. Databases, search concepts, eligibility criteria, screening, duplicate handling, and appraisal procedures are presented. However, because exact search strings/database-specific strategies and numerical screening results are not provided, reproducibility remains somewhat limited.
	

	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
	5 – Excellent

This is one of the strongest aspects of the manuscript. The authors distinguish mechanistic plausibility from field validation, identify heterogeneity, discuss methodological weaknesses, and deliberately consider conflicting/negative evidence.
	

	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 – Excellent

Research gaps are clearly identified, particularly combined stresses, multi-site field validation, inoculant formulation/survival, host-genotype effects, SynCom stability, multi-omics prediction, and ACC-deaminase effects under waterlogging.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent

The conclusions closely follow the evidence presented. Importantly, the manuscript avoids claiming that phytobiome technologies are already field-ready and appropriately characterizes them as promising but still developing.
	

	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 – Excellent

Limitations are explicitly and comprehensively discussed, including narrative-review selection bias, database accessibility, heterogeneity, geographic imbalance, short study durations, publication bias, and the rapidly evolving evidence base.
	

	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 – Excellent

References are predominantly peer-reviewed and from credible journals, with substantial use of recent high-quality reviews, meta-analyses, and primary research. DOI information is generally provided consistently.
	

	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 – Good

The manuscript is scientifically clear and professionally written. However, several sections are dense and contain long sentences with repeated formulations such as “field validation,” “controlled conditions,” “translational gap,” and “heterogeneity.” Moderate language editing would improve readability and concision.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES

The title appropriately reflects the scope and focus of the review, while the abstract provides an adequate summary of its objectives, major findings, critical evidence assessment, and research gaps.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	YES
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