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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 provides valuable insights into the plant growth-promoting attributes of mycoendophytes associated with Argemone mexicana, a medicinal plant that has not been previously explored for this purpose. The study offers significant information on nutrient solubilization, phytohormone synthesis, siderophore production, ammonia release, and nitrogen-fixation abilities of the isolated fungi. These results contribute to the growing scientific interest in fungal endophytes as sustainable alternatives to chemical fertilizers in agriculture. 

The findings, particularly regarding Penicillium restrictum and Aspergillus luchuensis, offer potential applications for bioinoculant development and microbial solutions for crop improvement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate and informative.  You may consider making it slightly more specific, e.g. by mentioning the targeted crops or main traits: “Plant growth‑promoting potentials of mycoendophytes associated with Argemone mexicana L. and their effects on sorghum and green gram.”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The following minor improvements are suggested:

· Mention the specific fungal isolates in the results section for clarity.

· Include one brief numerical result (e.g., highest IAA value or VI improvement) to strengthen the abstract’s quantitative clarity.

· The sentence “but their application pertaining to plant growth promotion is yet to be explored” may be improved for smoother readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	General comments from Introduction to Conclusion: 

1. 1. INTRODUCTION 

=>The objectives are present but could be expressed more clearly in a dedicated paragraph at the end of the introduction: “Therefore, this study aimed to (i) evaluate the mineral (P, K, Zn) solubilization abilities of selected mycoendophytes from A. mexicana, (ii) assess their production of IAA, siderophores, ammonia, and nitrogen‑fixation capability, and (iii) examine their effects on seed germination and seedling vigour of sorghum and green gram.
2.1. 
i. Surface sterilization details (concentrations and exposure times of disinfectants) are only referred to the protocol of Schulz et al. (1993). Consider summarizing key steps briefly. ii. Criteria for selecting “antimicrobial” isolates (zone diameter? against which test organisms?). Even a short summary helps.

iii. Make all text citation as italic form: e.g. (Singh et al., 2014).

2.3.1. IAA Production

· Initial inoculum standardization (e.g., number of disks, spore concentration, or mycelial plug size).

· Volume of culture used per flask (e.g., 50 mL / 100 mL).

· Whether L-tryptophan‑free controls were included (to confirm tryptophan‑dependent production).

· Mention whether the standard IAA curve was prepared fresh or from stored standards and the range of concentrations used.

2.3.2. Siderophore Production

· Indicate whether CAS medium was iron‑limited, and if so, which iron concentration was used.

· For SI calculation, explicitly state if non‑producing isolates always had SI = 1 (colony only) but you report SI = 0.00 for Penicillium spp. This is inconsistent with the formula and needs explanation. If you report SI only for the halo (e.g. zone/colony), define clearly.

2.4. Seed Germination and Seedling Vigour

-Exact number of seeds per replicate (you mention 100 seeds, 4 replicates).

-Environmental conditions during germination (temperature, light/dark, duration).

-Number of days after sowing at which seed germination, root and shoot lengths were measured.

3.2. Mineral Solubilization

Missing data / table
· Table 1 is not included in the text you provided (“[TABLE]”).

· Ensure that the final manuscript contains: 

· Numerical SI values for each isolate, each mineral, and each time point,

· Proper statistical groupings (letters) consistent with ANOVA/DMRT.

3.3.2. Siderophore Production
Index calculation: As mentioned under Methods, SI = 0 for non‑producers is mathematically inconsistent if SI is defined as (colony + halo)/colony. You should correct either the formula or the values.

3.4. Influence mycoendophytes on Seed Germination and Seedling Vigour

Missing tables
· Include complete Tables 3 and 4 with: 

· Means ± SE,

· Sample size (n),

· Statistical groupings (letters),

· Indication of significance levels


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	-Yes, the references are adequate, recent, and relevant. They reflect updated knowledge from 2018–2024. Additions of 2025 papers needed. 
Consistency and formatting 

· Ensure uniform format (e.g., journal names italicized or not, volume/issue formatting).

· Check for minor spacing or punctuation inconsistencies (some DOIs have spaces before them)
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is acceptable but requires minor proofreading and repeated phrasing (e.g., “significantly” appearing too frequently in discussion).
	

	Optional/General comments


	 The Results and Discussion section is detailed, but some paragraphs could be more concise.

 Ensure uniformity in the formatting of scientific names throughout the manuscript.

 Clarify the basis for selecting the four final isolates in the methodology.

 Consider adding a brief subsection on potential bioinoculant development to strengthen the conclusion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical concerns were identified. The study does not involve human or animal subjects and follows acceptable scientific procedures.
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