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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.

	This review article addresses a highly relevant and emerging issue concerning microplastic contamination in agroecosystems and its impact on soil microbiome, nutrient cycling, and fungal interactions. 

The manuscript compiles a wide range of recent studies and provides useful insights into the ecological consequences of microplastics. With further refinement and critical synthesis, this review has the potential to serve as a valuable reference for researchers working in environmental science, soil microbiology, and agroecology.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

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

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

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

	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
	2
	

	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

	2
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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; However, it is slightly dense and may be improved by reducing excessive numerical data and emphasizing key insights.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes; Overall scientifically sound, but requires stronger critical synthesis and mechanistic interpretation
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes; Overall scientifically sound, but requires stronger critical synthesis and mechanistic interpretation
	

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

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

	NO
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Review Comments to author 

1. The manuscript is generally well-structured; however, the tone should be consistently aligned with a review perspective, avoiding phrases that imply original research. 

2. The abstract is comprehensive but somewhat dense; reduce excessive numerical details and emphasize key insights and broader implications. 

3. The review compiles extensive literature, but requires stronger critical synthesis rather than descriptive summarization. 

4. A clear conceptual framework or integrative model linking MPs, soil properties, microbiome, and plant systems is recommended. 

5. The discussion lacks sufficient emphasis on mechanistic understanding of MPs–microbiome interactions. 

6. Variability across studies is not adequately addressed; include comparative analysis and possible reasons for inconsistencies. 

7. The section on detection methods would benefit from critical comparison of techniques (sensitivity, limitations, standardization issues). 
8. The role of nanoplastics is underrepresented and should be expanded given its emerging importance. 

9. Figures are relevant but need stronger integration and interpretation within the text. 

10. The Indian context is valuable but requires more peer-reviewed references and deeper analytical discussion. 

11. The review should include a dedicated section on mitigation strategies and sustainable management approaches. 

12. The discussion on food safety and human health should be more balanced and cautious, distinguishing between experimental and real-field evidence. 

13. The plastisphere concept is introduced but needs deeper ecological and functional interpretation. 

14. Some sections contain repetitive information, which should be streamlined for better readability. 

15. Ensure consistency in terminology, units, and formatting throughout the manuscript. 

16. Minor typographical and formatting errors are present; careful proofreading is required. 

17. A summary table or schematic comparing key global findings would enhance clarity and impact. 
18. The conclusion should be strengthened by adding clear future research directions and actionable insights rather than general statements.


The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic and demonstrates good compilation of literature. However, it remains largely descriptive and requires significant improvement in terms of critical analysis, conceptual integration, and scientific depth. The absence of a clear framework, limited discussion on mechanisms, and lack of a mitigation perspective reduce its overall impact. With substantial revision, the manuscript can reach acceptable standards.
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