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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.
	1. Introduction

· Comment (1.0): Clarify the distinction between nutrient leakage and ecological signalling. The introduction could benefit from explicitly stating that most primary metabolites act as substrates, not signals, to avoid teleological interpretations.

· Comment (1.1 Scope, Research Gap and Objectives): Add a sentence linking exudate-mediated microbiome assembly to climate-smart agriculture frameworks, showing how microbial recruitment complements predictive yield modeling.

2. Methods for Literature Selection

· Comment (2.3 Search Strategy and Search Period): Note that many exudate studies use concentrations higher than natural rhizosphere levels. Suggest adding a methodological caveat here to highlight the importance of realistic concentration ranges.

· Comment (2.6 Critical Appraisal and Evidence Synthesis): Strengthen the appraisal criteria by explicitly mentioning soil heterogeneity and the need for multi-soil replication in experimental designs.

3. Conceptual Foundations: Exudates as Substrates, Cues and Signals

· Comment (3.2 Substrates, Cues, Signals and Toxins): Expand on the idea of niche construction as a framework, linking it to soil conditioning and long-term plant–soil feedback.

· Comment (3.3 Spatial and Temporal Scale): Suggest adding a note that bulk rhizosphere samples integrate communities exposed to different chemical histories, which complicates interpretation.

4. Primary Metabolites and the Substrate-Driven Filter

· Comment (4.1 Evidence for Selection): Highlight that while primary metabolites impose a broad filter, specificity arises mainly from developmental timing and microbial substrate preferences, not signalling.

· Comment (4.2 From Common Metabolites to Specific Recruitment): Suggest adding a cross-reference to predictive crop modeling as an applied parallel, where developmental timing and stress cues also drive recruitment patterns.

· Comment (4.3 Limits of the Substrate Model): Already revised with your citations. This section now integrates your applied modeling work. Ensure the inline citations are included with DOIs in the reference list.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43538-026-00761-7 https://doi.org/10.1007/s43538-026-00768-0 https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-026-06301-z https://doi.org/10.3390/su18115673 https://doi.org/10.29321/MAJ.10.D01261 https://doi.org/10.18805/LR-5286
5. Research Priorities (later section of manuscript)

· Comment (5.0): Strengthen the call for multi-site, long-term field trials with genetic variants, explicitly linking to your modeling work as an example of integrative approaches.

· Comment (5.1): Encourage cross-disciplinary methods — combining exometabolomics, machine learning, and agroecosystem diagnostics — to capture both mechanistic and predictive dimensions.

Recommendation: Minor Revision


	


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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	


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
	

	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
	


Reviewer details:

Guhan V, India

Page 3 of 4
V240326


