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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 addresses a timely and relevant topic and provides a broad synthesis of microbial and non-microbial plant biostimulants, their proposed mechanisms, field performance, nutrient-use efficiency, and regulatory issues. The distinction between controlled-environment responses and field performance is particularly useful. The manuscript is generally suitable for publication after minor revision, mainly to improve methodological transparency, terminology, balance of evidence, and the treatment of crop-specific literature.

	




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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	





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.
	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Comments for minor revision
1. The literature-search section is useful, but the authors should report the exact final search date consistently and clarify how the most recent 2025–2026 literature was screened and verified.
2. Please standardize the terminology used for plant biostimulants, biofertilisers, plant growth-promoting microorganisms, microbial inoculants, and beneficial elements. These terms are not fully interchangeable.
3. The manuscript should distinguish more clearly between statistically significant responses and agronomically or economically meaningful field responses. This is particularly important when discussing yield gains and meta-analytic effect sizes.
4. In the crop-nutrition section, please define the nutrient-use-efficiency metric(s) being discussed. Improved nutrient uptake, improved yield per unit nutrient applied, and partial fertiliser substitution should not be presented as equivalent outcomes.
5. The discussion of field inconsistency is appropriate, but the authors should more explicitly connect variation in efficacy with crop identity, soil properties, climate, formulation, dose, application method, and native microbiome.
6. Please verify all numerical values taken from meta-analyses and ensure that the crop groups, experimental conditions, and definitions used in the original studies are accurately represented.
7. The manuscript would benefit from a slightly clearer treatment of cereals/Poaceae because wheat, barley and other grasses are major target crops for biostimulant applications. Crop-specific context should be strengthened where cereals are discussed.
8. The section on non-microbial inputs should briefly clarify the position of silicon/silicate-based treatments and distinguish beneficial-element effects from products formally classified as plant biostimulants.
9. The limitations section should explicitly mention the restriction to English-language literature and the narrative nature of the synthesis as potential sources of selection and interpretation bias.
10. Please perform a final reference audit for recent papers, DOI accuracy, duplicated references, consistency between in-text citations and the reference list, and uniform journal formatting.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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