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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 paper has a clear experimental question, a useful comparison between indigenous and commercial AMF inoculants, and a potentially publishable result. The central finding—that inoculation resulted in root colonisation but not a measurable growth response—is interesting.
	



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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 Revise
	

	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
	3. The paper repeatedly says that AMF inoculation did not affect growth. Statistically, what was demonstrated is that no statistically significant treatment differences were detected. This is more precise than saying that there was no effect.
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2.AMF inoculum is poorly characterised. Statistical analysis does not adequately account for repeated measurements. Colonisation methodology is insufficiently described. “Colonisation intensity ≤10%” needs clarification. Inoculum quantities are not comparable. “No growth response” is potentially too broad.
	

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Experimental duration is inconsistent with the crop description. Nutrient status of substrate is absent. Irrigation is described only by frequency.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 AMF inoculants need much better characterisation. In reality, they appear to be field-derived mixed inocula containing soil, spores and colonised root fragments. Suggest using ‘indigenous AMF inocula’.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3.The inoculum dose is a major methodological issue. The study applied:200 g indigenous inoculum containing 200 AMF spores plant⁻¹AND 15 g commercial inoculum containing 7,500 AMF spores plant⁻¹. This is a very important point. The commercial treatment received approximately 37.5 times more counted spores per plant than the indigenous inoculum. Therefore, the comparison is not an equivalent spore-dose comparison. The paper should explicitly acknowledge this.
“AMF colonised the roots but did not work.” Would be best revised to:
“Root colonisation occurred, but the degree of intraradical fungal development was low and was not accompanied by detectable plant-growth promotion under the experimental conditions.” This is scientifically much stronger.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3.The paper largely reports only whether differences were significant. There were only seven plants per treatment. That is not necessarily unacceptable for a greenhouse experiment, but it means the study may have limited statistical power to detect modest treatment effects. Therefore, I recommend changing language such as: “AMF inoculation did not significantly affect…” to: “No statistically significant differences were detected among treatments…” This avoids interpreting a non-significant result as proof of equivalence.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Discussion: excellent central finding, but interpretation should be more cautious, and best if Results and Discussion are separated.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Berruti et al. (2016a) and Berruti et al. (2016b) appear to refer to the same paper in the reference list, but the manuscript cites them as two different references: Berruti et al., 2016a AND Berruti et al., 2016b 

	

	15. 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. Some grammatical errors
	




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.

	RECOMMEND: Root colonisation and growth responses of African eggplant (Solanum aethiopicum L.) to indigenous and commercial arbuscular mycorrhizal fungal inoculants
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	The abstract should mention the experimental limitation. The conclusion could be strengthened by explicitly stating that the study evaluated greenhouse growth responses under regular irrigation, rather than general agronomic effectiveness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The three changes I consider essential before submission are:
1.	Reanalyse the repeated plant-growth measurements using an appropriate repeated-measures/mixed-effects approach. 
2.	Provide a complete and reproducible description of the AMF root-colonisation methodology. 
3.	Strengthen the characterisation and discussion of the indigenous and commercial inocula, especially the very different spore doses.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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)

	NO
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Anthony Meli, University of Malta, Malta
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