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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.
	The manuscript presents a critical narrative review on plant–microbiome partnerships in restoration, including passive microbiome recovery; whole-soil transfer; AMF, ECMF and rhizobial inoculation; PGPB and biocrusts; synthetic communities; ecological resilience; 

soil carbon and aggregation; nature-based solutions; monitoring and reference states; 

risks, governance and research gaps. The scope is clearly defined, and the methods are relatively transparent for a narrative review; databases are identified, search concepts are described, eligibility criteria are given and the authors explain how they critically appraised evidence.


	


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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	5
	


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 accurately reflects the scope of the review, including plant–microbiome partnerships, restoration, ecological resilience and nature-based solutions.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

The abstract provides the main context, objectives, key themes and overall conclusions of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The manuscript is scientifically coherent and generally appropriately distinguishes established evidence from areas where evidence remains limited. Some claims would benefit from further calibration and clearer distinction between direct evidence and proposed mechanisms.

The manuscript is well within the scope of the book and provides a comprehensive (albeit slightly disorganized) critical review of plant-microbiome partnerships in the restoration of degraded terrestrial ecosystems. The main value of the contribution lies in the ability to tie microbiome recovery, ecological resilience, nature-based solutions, and monitoring approaches together. However, the issues are raised with the calibration and reproducibility of the review’s methods. The authors should elaborate on the details of the literature-search process, including the number of records found, screened, and included in the review, as well as the cut-off date for the search. More consistency is needed in distinguishing between direct evidence, observational data, and hypothetical mechanisms in the discussion of microbiome-manipulation interventions, ecological resilience, carbon sequestration, and human-health co-benefits. In addition, some conclusions may need qualifying to avoid overstatements in the context of different regions and restoration ecosystems. Finally, a systematic cross-verification of in-text citations and the reference list should be undertaken. In general, the issues are of a revisionary nature, and the editor may consider the manuscript acceptable for publication at the given stage, with the extent of revision being contingent on the scope of methodological, calibration, and citation issues.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The reference base is generally appropriate; however, the authors should consider strengthening several sections with recent primary studies, particularly those dealing with microbial inoculants, microbiome-mediated carbon sequestration, ecological resilience, and human-health co-benefits. For example, the discussion of human-health benefits should distinguish hypothesis-based evidence such as Mills et al. (2017) from intervention evidence such as Roslund et al. (2020), while the interpretation of network connectivity and carbon uptake in Morriën et al. (2017) should remain appropriately cautious.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No apparent ethical concerns were identified from the manuscript.
	


Reviewer details:

Sonia Mejri, National center for nuclear sciences and technologies, Tunisia

Page 3 of 4
V240326


