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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.
	Its main strength is that it separates changes in which microbes are present from real benefits to the plant, and grades how strong the evidence is for each claim. Most earlier reviews do neither. It will be useful to researchers designing experiments on extreme events, and to practitioners judging microbial inoculants and synthetic communities. The future-directions section sets out a clear, practical research agenda.
	


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
	4
It is clear and accurate but long; it could be shortened.
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
Web of Science, Scopus and CAB Abstracts were not searched. No counts of included studies are given. Some studies were appraised only from abstracts.
	

	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 ?5

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

They are logical but long and repeat the section summaries; condense them.
	

	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

Check the pagination of the 2026 references against the final published versions.
	

	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

A few sentences are awkward (Sections 4.4 and 5.1).
	


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

Optionally shorten it, e.g., "Root Microbiomes under Climate Extremes: Assembly, Stress Adaptation and Resilience".
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

The trim it to the series word limit by condensing the methods sentence and the final two sentences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Section 7.1: the Manzoni et al. (2012) meta-analysis compared biomes, not bacteria with fungi, so the "although" contrast doesn't hold.

Section 7.1: the Fuchslueger et al. (2014) example supports the fungi/bacteria contrast rather than showing it is not universal.

Table 3: Oyserman et al. (2022) was not a drought study, so it does not support the drought mechanism listed there.

The evidence grades (strong/moderate/limited) should be used consistently. Section 6.2 uses "low", and Table 5 uses "Early stage" and "Proof of concept only".

Add a conceptual figure; the chapter currently has no figures.

Overall, A well-prepared, critical chapter suitable for the book after minor revision. The methods section should report approximate numbers of included studies and identify any studies appraised without full-text access.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
Consider adding Rudrappa et al. (2008, Plant Physiology) on root exudate–mediated recruitment of beneficial bacteria. Add citations for: 

soil temperature buffering (Section 4.3)

publication bias in inoculant meta-analyses (Section 8.1)

the heritability of microbiome traits (Section 8.3)


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	no
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