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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 addresses a highly critical and timely topic by summarizing how soil and aquatic microorganisms can actively mitigate anthropogenic climate change. As the agricultural sector faces the dual challenge of increasing global food production by 50% by 2050 while simultaneously minimizing its ecological footprint, transitioning toward bio-based solutions is paramount. This review provides a comprehensive overview of the metabolic pathways—such as methanotrophy, carbon biological fixation, and specialized denitrification—that can be leveraged to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (CO₂, CH₄, and N₂O). Consequently, this work serves as an important, consolidated reference for soil microbiologists, agronomists, and environmental scientists aiming to develop climate-resilient agricultural systems.
	


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
	NA
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	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
	2
	

	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
	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.
	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.
	No. Because, 
1. Equation 1 is severely truncated: It reads "Methyl aldehyde... Methyl aldehyde... Formaldehyde... Formaldehyde". The step-by-step pathways must be written out cleanly using proper chemical nomenclature (Methane → Methanol → Formaldehyde → Formate → Carbon Dioxide).

2. Incomplete Headings: The heading "Bacteria" and "Fungi" appear orphaned on separate lines with no paragraph formatting spacing, and the "Fungi" subheading immediately precedes an unanchored text block.

3. Broken Citation Strings: Double parentheses appear in the text body (e.g., Chlorella sp. (31.02) )( Maheshwari et al. 2019)), which must be formatted properly.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, THEY NEED STRUCTURAL REPAIR.
Suggestions for improvement: While recent, several entries in the text lack proper chronological space punctuation or standard layout (e.g., Adamczyk et al. 2016, White et al. 2013 are missing comma breaks before the year inside the text body). Ensure all references match APA or the journal’s specific uniform style guide.


	

	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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