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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 manuscript is important because it evaluates the effect of Arka Microbial Consortium (AMC) enriched coco peat on tomato seedling germination and growth under pro-tray nursery conditions.

This topic is highly relevant for sustainable vegetable production, and the study provides empirical evidence from on-farm trials showing that AMC at 6 g kg⁻¹ significantly improves seed germination and seedling vigour while reducing the time to reach the transplantable stage.

These findings offer a practical, low-cost, and eco-friendly alternative to chemical inputs, particularly for small and marginal farmers in semi-arid regions.

Furthermore, the research aligns with global trends in beneficial microorganisms and soilless nursery media, supporting the reduction of synthetic fertilizers and improving crop establishment.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	The title is clear but could be slightly shortened. It accurately reflects the content.
	

	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
	The abstract is informative but should be reorganized: avoid starting with "On-Farm Trials". Key numerical results are present.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords include abbreviations ("AMC", "Pro tray") which should be avoided. Reduce to 5 words (e.g., Tomato, Coco peat, Microbial consortium, Germination, Seedling vigour).
	

	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
	Yes, the introduction provides adequate context on tomato importance, nursery challenges, and microbial consortia.
	

	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
	Implicitly stated in the last paragraph of the introduction. Could be more explicit.
	

	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
	Relevant references are provided, including 2020-2025. Some older references are acceptable.
	

	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
	Well-described: randomized block design, three treatments, 20 replications, standard procedures.
	

	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
	Not applicable for agronomic research.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, Table 1 is clear and comprehensive. Statistical parameters included.
	

	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


	Table 1 is relevant and well-structured. No figures, which is acceptable.
	

	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
	Yes, appropriate comparisons with studies on brinjal, chilli, lettuce, etc.
	

	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
	Mostly, but the conclusion mentions "chilli cultivation" incorrectly (should be tomato). The AI disclaimer is unusual for a research article.
	

	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
	Limitations (e.g., only two seasons, specific region, no economic analysis) are not discussed.
	

	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
	Sufficient and relevant. However, one reference (Venkata Subbaiah et al., 2018) has incomplete journal name formatting.
	

	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
	Yes, but minor grammatical and punctuation errors exist (e.g., missing commas, inconsistent use of italics).
	



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, suitable. No changes needed.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. Separate the % from the numeric value (e.g., 94.50% , 94.50 %). Unify decimal separators (use . or ,). Avoid starting with "On-Farm Trials".
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, scientifically correct. However, correct the typo in the conclusion: replace "chilli" with "tomato".
	

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

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

	Yes, but improve formatting: place a . after the letter "S" in journal abbreviations (e.g., Sci. instead of Sci). Standardize author surnames (either always include both surnames or always one). Add URL for reference where missing (e.g., Mahala and Sharma, 2020).
	

	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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Alejandro Raúl González Cruz, Carlos Rafael Rodríguez University of Cienfuegos, Cuba
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