Review Form (Review)

	Book Name:
	Feeding the Future: Agroecological Pathways to Climate Adaptation and Food Security

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7964

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Microbiome-Mediated Crop Resilience to Drought, Salinity and Nutrient Stress: Mechanisms, Engineering Strategies and the Challenge of Field Translation

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE


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 chapter address a persistent problem in plant–microbiome research: evidence from community surveys, single-strain inoculation and synthetic-community experiments is routinely conflated despite differing sharply in causal strength. By imposing an explicit inferential hierarchy, it clarifies which mechanistic claims are actually supported. It shifts the target from taxonomic identity to expressed function, distinguishes microbiomes acting as mediators from effect modifiers, and shows how undefined drought and salinity treatments obscure comparison across studies. Specifically the chapter reframes field failure as diagnosable bottlenecks and proposes a staged evidence chain from microbial establishment to yield stability, giving the field a testable translational standard.
	


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
	3
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2.5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	2.5
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	1.5
	

	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
	2.5
	

	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
	3
	


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.
	The title is accurate and informative, but long in words and enumerative and reads more like an abstract than a chapter title. I recommend a better formulation. Please find also as suggestion the following title: “Microbiome-Mediated Crop Resilience to Abiotic Stress: From Mechanism to Field Translation”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but minor improvement could be considered as: 
1) The chapter's main contribution is separating association, capacity and causal manipulation as distinct evidence classes. The abstract implies this, but it does not name it clearly. I recommend to better consider this aspect; 
2) It also not clearly evidence the mediator versus effect modifier distinction although this is a genuine conceptual advance in the text but is not well evidenced here. Please consider this; 

3) Please avoid exhaustive enumeration
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Please find below few recommendation to be considered for improvements:

- Actinobacteria is used as an informal group name, but under current nomenclature the phylum is Actinomycetota and the class is Actinomycetia. Please state the rank explicitly and give the validated name at first use. Keep this recommendation through whole manuscript where the case is
- Please note that monoderm/diderm refers to cell-envelope architecture, not a taxon. The statements in Section 4 implies drought enriched "monoderm bacteria" as a group; I recommend to better clarify that monoderm lineages (largely Actinomycetota and Bacillota) were enriched, and that the envelope trait is a hypothesised, not demonstrated, cause of desiccation tolerance

- Also as written I understand that the text says that the enzyme "moderates stress-associated ethylene". Strictly as far as I know, ACC deaminase degrades the ethylene precursor ACC, lowering ACC available for plant ethylene synthesis; it does not act on ethylene. I recommend to correct the wording, and note that this mechanism is usually inferred rather than demonstrated by mutant complementation in most cited studies

- The chapter treats K⁺/Na⁺ as a marker whose causality is ambiguous, which is correct, but it should also state that cytosolic K⁺/Na⁺ rather than bulk tissue ratio is the physiologically relevant quantity. Whole-shoot ratios can move without any change in cytosolic homeostasis

- The statement that AMF transfer phosphorus and other nutrients should specify orthophosphate as the transferred form and note that hyphal uptake proceeds by fungal Pi transporters with delivery through arbuscular interfaces. Also add that in many crops a substantial fraction of P uptake proceeds through the mycorrhizal pathway even when growth response is neutral – this strengthens the chapter's own argument that growth response is a poor proxy for function
- The section correctly warns that higher tissue N may reflect biomass dilution, but the only rigorous discriminator, ¹⁵N methodology (natural abundance or isotope dilution), is not named. Please specify ¹⁵N-based accounting as the required evidence for any claim of new N input

- Please operationalise "yield stability" with a named metric such as environmental variance

- MYB72 acts with BGLU42 in scopoletin/fraxetin secretion, and the antimicrobial selectivity applies to specific coumarins, and not coumarins generally. Please name the relevant compounds; fraxetin, not scopoletin, is the principal Fe³⁺-reducing/mobilising species at low pH


	

	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)


	I did not observe any ethical issue
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