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Abstract: The global production quantity and the utilisation area harvested for the cultivation of toma-
toes have significantly increased in the last three decades. Europe still plays an important role in the
production of tomatoes, accounting for 12% of global production in 2020. Tomato production can be
divided into greenhouse/soilless production and open field production. Greenhouse/soilless tomato
production is mostly developed in northern Europe, and open field production in southern Europe.
Soilless cultivation serves to improve control of the growing medium and to avoid any likely prob-
lems for watering and maintaining proper nutrient concentrations. Beneficial soil microorganisms,
particularly arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF), are increasingly being recognized as key elements of
an agro-ecological approach to agricultural production. The use of these beneficial microorganisms on
soilless tomato production may improve plant performance and reduce biotic and abiotic stress occur-
ring during production with a consequent decrease of chemicals and increase of sustainability of the
production system. In this paper, we tested different substrates composed of coconut fiber and bagasse
(S1 to S4) and beneficial microorganisms (AMF, Pseudomonas fluorescens and Trichoderma harzianum),
selecting the most suitable system for the soilless production of tomatoes. Our results showed that
substrates S1 (100% coconut fiber) and S2 (66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse) complementarily used
with the consortium of “AMF IP21 + Trichoderma harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04” seem to
be the “best formulation” for this purpose. That confirmed the feasibility of the development of
recycled material (coconut fiber and bagasse)-based substrates together with soil microorganisms
(AMF and beneficial bacteria) for soilless tomato production.

Keywords: tomato; beneficial soil microorganisms; growing substrates

1. Introduction

After the Second World War, agriculture faced the problem of providing food and
resources to people in order to sustain population growth. In the last decades, agriculture
has continued to produce food for such growth (7 billion people). The tomato is one of the
most important crops worldwide. Its global production quantity and the utilisation area
harvested have significantly increased since 1990 (80 million tons in 1990; 180 million tons in
2020). The production quantity has increased by 125% [1], while harvest area has increased
by almost 67% [1]. Europe still plays an important role in the production of tomatoes,
accounting for 12% of global production in 2020 [1]. Tomato production can be divided into
greenhouse/soilless production and open field production. Greenhouse/soilless tomato

Agronomy 2022, 12, 767. https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy12040767 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/agronomy

https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy12040767
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy12040767
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/agronomy
https://www.mdpi.com
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy12040767
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/agronomy
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/agronomy12040767?type=check_update&version=1


Agronomy 2022, 12, 767 2 of 19

production is mostly developed in northern Europe (France, the Netherlands, Belgium),
and open field production in southern Europe (Italy, Spain, Greece, Portugal). Italy is the
largest producer with 6.9 million tons (70% in the field, year 2003) [2]. Spain comes second,
producing 5.2 million tons. Every year, each family in France consumes 14 kg of tomatoes.
Moreover, 642,538 tons of tomatoes were produced in 2020 in France [3], principally in
Brittany, Provence-Alpes Côte-d’Azur, and Pays de la Loire [4], with 70% coming from
soilless production.

Soilless agriculture in growing media (substrates) is becoming more and more im-
portant. In fact, growing media are easier to handle and may provide a better growing
environment (in terms of one or more aspects of plant growth) compared to soil culture [5,6].
Substrates can be divided into organic substrates (sawdust, coco peat, peat moss, bark
etc.), inorganic substrates of natural origin (perlite, vermiculite, gravel, rockwool, etc.),
and synthetically produced substrates (hydrogel, foam mates (polyurethane), etc.) [7–11].
Results of most works show that substrates have a significant effect on the plant growth,
composition of leaf, total yield, and fruit quality [12–17]. The use of coconut-based sub-
strates (coconut dust, coconut fiber and its mixtures) together with bagasse is getting more
and more importance in soilless agriculture. Both substrates are interesting because they are
easy to provide and they are recycled materials. The suitability of coconut-based substrates
for the growing of vegetables in greenhouses has been analyzed. Different authors [6,18]
compared coconut substrates to other substrates (perlite, rockwool, sawdust) used in green-
house vegetable growing. Alifar et al. [19] investigated the effect of five different growing
media for cucumber growing. Results showed that the largest stem diameter and highest
biomass were obtained in cocopeat and perlite-cocopeat media. In the same way, the use of
bagasse (fibrous material remaining after removing the sucrose, water, and other impurities
(filter mud) from sugarcane) as a growth media component has already shown promise in
the soilless production of vegetable, and in particular for tomato production [20–22].

In this context, we investigated the interest of use of coconut fiber and bagasse for
soilless tomato production.

Furthermore, agriculture has to face increasing environmental implications, such as
the massive use of fertilizers and agro chemicals for plant disease, which pollute the soil,
use of large amounts of water and the impoverishing of soils with fewer organic substances,
and the production of more and more CO2, which pollutes the atmosphere.

Against this background, agriculture has had to find a solution to the ever-increasing
environmental problems. Extensive agriculture, integrated farming, and organic farm-
ing tried to conceive agriculture in a more sustainable way: the rational use of more
environmental friendly fertilizers and agro chemicals, no or minimum tillage, the use of
tolerant/resistant plant varieties to cope with pests, the use of beneficial microorganisms. In
agriculture, microorganisms (bacteria and fungi) are principally used as biocontrol agents,
e.g., Trichoderma spp., Bacillus spp., and Pseudomonas spp., and biostimulants/biofertilizers
as plant growth promoting bacteria (PGPB) and mycorrhizal fungi (MF) [23–25]. Arbuscu-
lar mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) occur in all soils and commonly colonize roots of many plant
species. These fungi can increase plant growth and reproduction by enhancing the uptake
of nutrients. AMF can also benefit plants by stimulating growth regulating substances,
increasing photosynthesis, improving osmotic adjustment under drought and salinity
stresses, and increasing resistance to pests [26]. The primary effect of AMF on their host
plant is an increase in plant growth and nutrient uptake, mainly phosphorus [27]. Mycor-
rhizal inoculation reduces the quantity of fertilizer application, making it less than normally
required for non-inoculated plant conditions [28]. Furthermore, different studies [29–31]
have shown the benefits of using AMF in tomato cultivation against both pathogens and
abiotic stresses. Sanchez-Bel et al. [32] showed that tomato plants colonized with AMF
Rhizophagus irregularis and Funneliformis mosseae developed increased resistance against
Botrytis cinerea. Bitterlich et al. [33] and Chitarra et al. [34] revealed that inoculation with
arbuscular mycorrhiza can result in improved water availability and transport within
colonised substrates. Physiologically, this indicates that plants may experience or feel
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less root surface stress at equal substrate moisture, as substrate moisture decreases. This
may be a key element in making soilless tomato production more sustainable by using
less water. Pseudomonas fluorescens is known as potential P solubilizer [35]. The use of P
solubilizers, alone or in combination with other plant growth-promoting microbes as an
eco-friendly microbial consortium, could increase the P uptake of crops, increasing their
yields for agricultural and environmental sustainability. Furthermore, Bona et al. [36,37]
showed that the inoculation of tomato with AMF and Pseudomonas fluorescens can help to
drastically reduce the use of chemical fertilization, maintaining and, in some cases, even
improving the tomato fruit yield and quality.

Woo et al. [38] and Zin et al. [39] listed the different uses of Trichoderma spp. in agri-
culture: the target use is for the control of soilborne fungal pathogens, such as Rhizoctonia,
Pythium, and Sclerotinia, and a few foliar pathogens, such as Botrytis and Alternaria; whereas
the minor use indication is for plant growth promotion. An ecological approach to con-
trol Fusarium wilt in tomato, using a consortium composed of fluorescent Pseudomonas,
Trichoderma harzianum, and the AMF Rhizophagus intraradices, has been able to reduce dis-
ease incidence and severity by 74% and 67% in pots and field, respectively [40].

The AMF, PGPB, and biocontrol agents as Trichoderma spp. are absent in soilless
substrates. The use of these beneficial microorganisms on soilless tomato production
may improve plant performance and reduce biotic and abiotic stress occurring during
production, with a consequent decrease of chemicals and increase in the sustainability of
the production system [41,42].

In this paper, we tested different substrates composed with coconut fiber and bagasse
and beneficial microorganisms for selecting the most suitable system for the soilless pro-
duction of tomatoes.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Inoculum Production

Different beneficial soil microorganisms have been tested in this work: (i) arbuscular
mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) (one strain of Rhizophagus intraradices and a mix of 6 Glomus strains),
(ii) a bacteria, Pseudomonas fluorescens, and (iii) a strain of the fungi Trichoderma harzianum.
We used a strain of Trichoderma harzianum in mix with AMF and Pseudomonas fluorescens for
testing a potential synergetic effect on growth and abiotic stresses.

The AMF strain IP21 (Rhizophagus intraradices) and Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04 were pro-
duced by INOCULUMplus from its own microorganisms collection. Rhizophagus intraradices
IP21 inoculum was produced in vivo on lucerne using a growing substrate composed of
peat, vermiculite, and oyster shells. Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04 has been produced in the
laboratory, in vitro in liquid medium (LB broth). Its final concentration was 109 UFC/mL.
The interest of this strain is its capacity to solubilize phosphorus present in the soil/substrate.
The strain of Trichoderma harzianum was provided by the firm Microgaia (SP), as a powder
with a fungal concentration of 108 UFC/g. A commercial AMF product has been also tested. It
contained 6 AMF strains: Claroideoglomus etunicatum (G. etunicatum), Glomus microaggregatum,
Rhizophagus intraradices (G. intraradices), Claroideoglomus claroideum (G. claroideum), Funneli-
formis mosseae (G. mosseae), Funneliformis geosporum (G. geosporum). This was a granulated
product (1–2 mm) with 200 propagules AMF/g.

2.2. Experimental Design

NUCEA SUBSTRATE delivered to INOCULUMplus 200 clods made of different
mixtures of coconut fiber and bagasse. These clods were placed on benches in a greenhouse
and a drip system was set up for the irrigation of plants. Before planting, clods were
washed abundantly with reverse osmosis water until obtaining a conductivity between
0.15 and 0.2 S/m.

This experiment was carried out in INOCULUMplus greenhouse for 8 weeks: 168 tomato
plants (“Plaisance” cultivar), delivered by NUCEA SUBSTRATE, were planted in different
growing substrates for comparing the impact of 6 types of microorganisms modalities
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on their development: modality 1 = AMF (strain IP21); modality 2 = AMF (strain IP21) +
Trichoderma harzianum; modality 3 = AMF (strain IP21) + Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain
IPB04); modality 4 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens
(strain IPB04); modality 5 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF strains; modality
6 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF strains + Trichoderma harzianum; modality
7 = control (no addition of microorganisms).

We applied 20 g of inoculum AMF strain IP21 (Rhizophagus intraradices) caracterized
by high mycorrhization rates (F%, which corresponds to the percentage of roots with
AMF structures, 100% in minimum; and M%, which corresponds to the percentage of
colonization inside the roots, 80% in minimum) in planting holes for plants of modalities
1, 2, 3, and 4. Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04 has been applied in substrates for modalities
3 and 4 by adding 10 µL of inoculum (final concentration: 107 UFC/plant). The strain of
Trichoderma harzianum was applied at 1 g/plant for modalities 2, 4 and 6.

We applied 20 g of commercial AMF product in substrates for modalities 5 and 6.
Four growing substrates containing different proportions of coconut fiber and bagasse

were tested (Table 1): S1 (100% coconut fiber), S2 (66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse), S3
(50% coconut fiber + 50% bagasse) and S4 (33% coconut fiber + 66% bagasse). The exper-
imental scheme is described in Table 1. There were 7 blocks of plants, corresponding to
6 treatments + 1 control, which were planted in the 4 substrates. For each block, 6 plants
were planted in each substrate, for a total of 24 plants per block. The different modalities
were brought near roots of each tomato seedling at the time of planting. The greenhouse cul-
tivation conditions were set as follows: temperature 21 ◦C day, 17 ◦C night, and minimum
illumination of 100 watt/m2/16 h per day.

Table 1. Table showing the experimental conditions: 4 different substrates tested (S1, S2, S3, S4),
7 treatments tested (6 modalities + Control), and 6 replicates per treatment. For example, for substrate
S1, 42 plants (7 treatments × 6 replicates) were planted. So that gives a total of 168 plants (42 plants
per substrate × 4 substrates).

Substrate Coconut Fiber Bagasse Number of Modalities Number of Replicates Total Number of Plants

S1 100% 0% 6 modalities + 1 control 6 42
S2 66% 33% 6 modalities + 1 control 6 42
S3 50% 50% 6 modalities + 1 control 6 42
S4 33% 66% 6 modalities + 1 control 6 42

2.3. Physical and Chemical Analyses

The pH and conductivity were measured every day in the drainage water before
planting up to 10 weeks after planting. Substrates were analyzed for their physicochemical
properties by an independent laboratory (INRAE, Arras). Attention has been focused on
the concentration of phosphorus, which plays a key role in mycorrhizal development 43–45.

2.4. Nutrient Diet

Phosphorus content in the soil, substrates or in the nutrient solution is essential for
the development of the AMF. The available phosphorus would be used by the plant and
the AMF would not develop [43–45]. Since the P content in the coconut fiber is high
(335 ppm, see Section 3.1), in order to allow the microorganisms (especially AMF) to better
establish themselves in the roots of the plants, plants were watered with reverse osmosis
water for the first 9 days (200 cc per day). From the tenth day, the plants were watered
5 days out of 7 (200 cc per day) with a nutrient solution without adding phosphorus (225 g
of SCN My (1.5% N, 37% K2O, 5.5% MgO, 0.03% B, 0.006% Cu, 0.15% Fe, 0.074% Mn,
0.005% Mo, 0.03% Zn) were diluted in 1.5 L of reverse osmosis water; 262 g of Calcium
Nitrate were diluted in 1.5 L of reverse osmosis water by adding 3 mL of the iron-rich
“Fertiligène” solution. The two solutions were then mixed in the drip tray by adding
reverse osmosis water until having a conductivity of 0.29 S/m. The pH of this solution was
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5.5), and the two remaining days of each week with reverse osmosis water. From the 6th
week after planting, phosphorus was added to the nutrient solution as monopotassium
phosphate (240 mg/plant), as the plants showed some symptoms of phosphorus deficiency
(appearance of violet leaves [46]).

2.5. Assessment of Plant Development

Plant development has been defined by morphological measurement, including plant
height and number of branches. Manual calculation of plant height from each treatment
was performed using a measuring tape (±1 mm error). The height of each selected plant
was taken from the base of the stem to the growing tip of the last leaf.

At 4, 6, and 8 weeks after planting (T4, T6 and T8 respectively), the height of stem,
branch development, and phosphorus deficiency (percentage of violet leaves) were mea-
sured for 8 plants/modality and 14 plants/substrate. Fruiting potential (percentage of
flowers, wilted flowers, fruits on the total of buds) and roots were also analyzed: root
development and AMF colonization evaluation (following the procedure described in
Phillips and Hayman [47] for coloration of roots and Trouvelot et al. [48] for the micro-
scopic root colonization evaluation). These analyses being destructive, only one plant was
taken for each modality in each substrate at T4, T6 and T8. So, we had 4 root systems for
the modalities 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and the control (from S1, S2, S3 and S4); we had 7 root systems
for the substrates S1, S2, S3, and S4 (from the 7 modalities tested).

AMF colonization evaluation gave us different parameters. The most reliable are:
(i) F% corresponds to the percentage of roots with AMF structures; (ii) M% corresponds to
the percentage of colonization inside roots; (iii) a% corresponds to the content in arbuscules
of mycorrhized parts. The higher M% is, the more effective the establishment of AMF
inside roots. Furthermore, a high value of a% means that a lot of arbuscules (exchange
place between the plant and the fungi) have been observed.

2.6. Statistical Analyses

For ground-up parameters, two-way ANOVA (p-value < 0.05) was performed in order
to compare groups of results according to two crossed categories of sampling procedure:
the substrate in one hand and the modality in the other. Thus, it was possible to reveal any
individual effect from those two cultivation condition categories, as well as any cross-effect
between them. We did not integrate temporality (T4, T6 and T8) as a statistical factor
because of the destructive sampling (root analyses) realized during this work. Thus, we
performed the two-way ANOVA for each time step, and we compared them afterwards.
Because of the sparse data for fruiting potential and mycorrhization rates, one-way ANOVA
(p-value < 0.05) was performed for evaluating whether significant differences were ob-
served between the substrates on the one hand and the modalities on the other. When
a p-value < 0.05 was obtained, a Tukey–Kramer post-hoc test was performed in order to
indicate which substrate or/and which modality demonstrated significant differences from
the others.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Physical Parameters Evolution

The pH was analyzed in the drainage water before planting up to 10 weeks after
planting. Values reached a low of 5.3 and a high of 7.6. Generally, they stabilized around
6.0, except for the small decrease measured after 5 weeks (Figure 1).

The electrical conductivity reached values between 0.48 to 0.68 S/m before planting.
After watering with reverse osmosis water, they stabilized between 0.15 and 0.2 S/m.
During the experiment, it changed between 0.08 S/m and 0.28 S/m depending on the
substrate (Figure 2).
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Figure 1. Evolution of pH value of the drainage water collected at the level of the different substrates
(S1: 100% coconut fiber; S2: 66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse; S3: 50% coconut fiber + 50% bagasse;
S4: 33% coconut fiber + 66% bagasse) before planting and up to 10 weeks after planting.

Figure 2. Evolution of conductivity value (S/m) values of the drainage water collected at the level
of the different substrates (S1: 100% coconut fiber; S2: 66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse; S3: 50%
coconut fiber + 50% bagasse; S4: 33% coconut fiber + 66% bagasse) before planting and up to 10 weeks
after planting.
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The coconut fibers used in this study were analyzed for their physicochemical proper-
ties. Attention has been focused on the concentration of phosphorus, which plays a key
role in mycorrhizal development [43–45]. The results of the analysis (Table 2) showed that
the concentration of phosphorus available for plants is 355 ppm. For different reasons, the
analysis of bagasse was not possible during this work. Nevertheless, recent studies [49,50]
showed that the average phosphorus content of bagasse can be estimated to 260 ppm. So,
we hypothesize that the phosphorus content in each substrate was 355 ppm for S1, 291 ppm
for S2, 307 ppm for S3, and 262 ppm for S4. The fertilization was designed in relation to
these data.

Table 2. Physicochemical properties of washed coconut fiber with a focus on phosphorus content.

Whashed Coco Fiber

pH 7.02
Organic material 75%

Total content of Phosphorus 563 ppm
Available Phosphorus 329 ppm

Phosphorus content in solution 355 ppm
Phosphorus content in solution 100%

3.2. Plant Growth Effects
3.2.1. Root Development

The development of the root system of each plant was observed and estimated using
an arbitrarily defined qualitative scale as follows (Figure 3): (i) “+” corresponds to weak
development (sporadic development over the entire root ball), (ii) “++” corresponds to
medium development (significant development on the side surfaces of the root ball, but less
on the upper surface), (iii) “+++” corresponds to significant development (homogeneous
development on the upper surface of the root ball and also on the side surfaces).

Root development inside the clods was not taken into account, because it appeared in
the same way in all cases and did not constitute a criterion of distinction.

No difference in root system development was observed between the different sub-
strates tested.

Looking at Figure 3, we can see that the root system of the plants treated with microor-
ganisms is more developed than in control: (i) significant development (+++) in modalities
5 and 6; (ii) medium development (++) in modalities 1, 2, 3, 4; (iii) weak development (+)
in the control. Modalities 1, 2, 3, and 4 allowed the roots to develop well on the outside and
on the surface in a homogeneous way. Modalities 5 and 6 allowed the roots to develop well
on the outside and especially on the upper surface. These observations occurred as well at
week 4, then week 6 and week 8.
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Figure 3. Pictures showing the different types of root development (+, ++, +++) observed in clods,
(a) 4 weeks after planting, (b) 6 weeks after planting and (c) 8 weeks after planting.

3.2.2. Mycorrhization

AMF root colonization was assessed at six and eight weeks after planting. Variance
analysis (one-way ANOVA with p-value threshold 0.05) was performed (Table 3). No
significant difference on mycorrhization rates between used substrates was highlighted at
T6 and T8 (p-values more than 0.05). Considering modalities, a significant difference was
revealed for F% and a% (p-value less than 0.05).

Table 3. Probabilities obtained with one-way ANOVA (p-value threshold 0.05) performed on mycor-
rhization rates (F%, M% and a%) at T6 and T8 considering substrates used in one hand and modalities
in the other.

F% M% a%

T6
Substrate 0.17 0.18 0.24
Modality 0.34 0.80 0.72

T8
Substrate 0.97 0.53 0.34
Modality 0.04 0.09 0.02

Based on the Tukey–Kramer post-hoc test, we found that the difference in means
between each modality was finally not statistically significant (all absolute mean
differences > Q critical value). These results are due to high values of variance for some
samples, due to a heterogeneous development of plants inside each modality and the low
number of samples. Nevertheless, a descriptive analysis allows for highlighting some
trends (Figures 4 and 5).
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Figure 4. Mycorrhization rates (F%, M%, and a%) for plants at week 6 (T6) and week 8 (T8) after
planting taking into account the different substrates used (S1: 100% coconut fiber; S2: 66% coconut
fiber + 33% bagasse; S3: 50% coconut fiber + 50% bagasse; S4: 33% coconut fiber + 66% bagasse). F%
(in black) corresponds to the percentage of roots with AMF structures; M% (in grey) corresponds to
the percentage of colonization inside roots; a% (in white) corresponds to the content in arbuscules of
mycorrhized parts.

Figure 5. Mycorrhization rates (F%, M%, and a%) for plants of modalities 1 to 6 at week 6 (T6) and
week 8 (T8) after planting independently of the substrates. F% (in black) corresponds to the percentage
of roots with AMF structures; M% (in grey) corresponds to the percentage of colonization inside roots;
a% (in white) corresponds to the content in arbuscules of mycorrhized parts. Modality 1 = AMF
(strain IP21); modality 2 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum; modality 3 = AMF (strain IP21)
+ Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 4 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum +
Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 5 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF
strains; modality 6 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF strains + Trichoderma harzianum.
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If we consider only the substrates, globally, mycorrhization rates (F% and M%) in-
creased between T6 (six weeks after planting) and T8 (eight weeks after planting) (Figure 4).
Thus means that despite the supply of P, AMF colonization kept going to progress in roots.
Substrates S1 (100% coconut fiber) and S2 (66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse) showed higher
values of a% (34.5% and 25.7% at T8, respectively) in comparison with substrates S3 (50%
coconut fiber + 50% bagasse) and substrate S4 (33% coconut fiber + 66% bagasse) which
showed a% values of 16.2% and 18.4% at T8, respectively. With the parameter a% giving
the percentage of arbuscules in mycorrhized parts of roots, we can say that substrates S1
and S2 seem to be the best substrates for optimizing exchanges between AMF and tomato
plants. In these substrates (S1 and S2), the uptake of nutrients by plants could be better
than in S3 and S4 [51].

If we consider only the microorganisms, in modalities 2 and 3, mycorrhization rates
(F% and M%) increased between T6 and T8, while they decreased in modalities 1, 4, 5, and 6
(Figure 5). In the same way, highest a% values were observed in modalities 2 and 3 (50% and
39% at T8, respectively). The consortia “AMF IP21 (Rhizophagus intraradices) + Trichoderma
harzianum” and “AMF IP21 (Rhizophagus intraradices) + Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04” seem
to be the most appropriate for optimizing the root colonization of tomato plants.

3.2.3. Ground-Up Development

Two-way ANOVA realized on ground-up parameters of plants are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Probabilities obtained with two-way ANOVA (p-value threshold 0.05) performed on stem
length, branch number and P deficiency at T4, T6 and T8.

Stem Length Branch Number P Deficiency

T4
Substrate 0.31 0.06 variance 0
Modality 0.95 0.70 variance 0

Interaction 1.00 0.66 variance 0
T6

Substrate 9.629460x10-07 0.61 variance 0
Modality 0.11 0.39 variance 0

Interaction 0.87 0.99 variance 0
T8

Substrate 2.805976x10-27 0.000171038 variance 0
Modality 4.091049x10-12 0.26 variance 0

Interaction 1.717594x10-19 0.47 variance 0

Globally, four weeks after planting (T4), no significant difference was highlighted.
Six weeks after planting (T6), only substrates could have an effect on the stem length of
plants (p-value < 0.05). When we take a look at the graph of means in Figure 6, we can
see that, despite high values of confidence intervals, the substrates S1, S3, and S4 allowed
a better growth of plants for three modalities (1, 2, and 3). Eight weeks after planting
(T8), substrates, modalities, and both together could impact on the plant growth (Table 4;
p-values < 0.05). The substrates S1, S2, and S4 allowed a better growth of plants (Figure 7).
Modality 1 seems to have the best effect on growth when it was used in substrates S1
and S2. In the same way, modality 2 and modality 3 gave good plant development (more
than global mean) when they were used in substrate S4 and substrates S2, S3, and S4,
respectively. Regardless of substrate or treatment, plant growth was highest between weeks
6 and 8 (>100% development) compared to the period between week 4 and week 6 (<20%
development). This difference could be explained by the addition of phosphorus in the
nutrient solution six weeks after planting.
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Figure 6. Graph of means of stem length (on the vertical axis) for each modality tested according
to the different substrates (on the horizontal axis), 6 weeks after planting. S1 = 100% coconut fiber;
S2 = 66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse; S3 = 50% coconut fiber + 50% bagasse; S4 = 33% coconut fiber
+ 66% bagasse). Modality 1 = AMF (strain IP21); modality 2 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma
harzianum; modality 3 = AMF (strain IP21) + Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 4 = AMF
(strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 5 = commercial
AMF product containing 6 AMF strains; modality 6 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF
strains + Trichoderma harzianum. Confidence level was 95%.

Figure 7. Graph of means of stem length (on the vertical axis) for each modality tested according
to the different substrates (on the horizontal axis), 8 weeks after planting. S1 = 100% coconut fiber;
S2 = 66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse; S3 = 50% coconut fiber + 50% bagasse; S4 = 33% coconut fiber
+ 66% bagasse). Modality 1 = AMF (strain IP21); modality 2 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma
harzianum; modality 3 = AMF (strain IP21) + Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 4 = AMF
(strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 5 = commercial
AMF product containing 6 AMF strains; modality 6 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF
strains + Trichoderma harzianum. Confidence level was 95%.
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Concerning branches, only substrates S1 and S2 seem to have an effect on at T8
(Table 4 and Figure 8). Regardless of the substrates or treatments, branch development of
the plant was higher between six and eight weeks (development between 80% and <100%,
respectively) than development between four and six weeks (development < 5%). This
difference could be explained by the addition of phosphorus in the nutrient solution six
weeks after planting.

Figure 8. Graph of means of number of branches (on the vertical axis) for each modality tested
according to the different substrates (on the horizontal axis), 8 weeks after planting. S1 = 100%
coconut fiber; S2 = 66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse; S3 = 50% coconut fiber + 50% bagasse;
S4 = 33% coconut fiber + 66% bagasse). Modality 1 = AMF (strain IP21); modality 2 = AMF (strain
IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum; modality 3 = AMF (strain IP21) + Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04);
modality 4 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04);
modality 5 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF strains; modality 6 = commercial AMF
product containing 6 AMF strains + Trichoderma harzianum. Confidence level was 95%.

As the period of the experiment was only 8 weeks, it was not possible to obtain yield
data. For this reason, we chose to evaluate the fruiting potential (percentage of flowers,
wilted flowers, knotted fruits on the total of buds) at T6 and T8. Due to few data available,
one-way ANOVA has been performed for highlighting significant effect of substrates
or/and modalities on this parameter (Table 5).

Table 5. Probabilities obtained with one-way ANOVA (p-value threshold 0.05) performed on fruiting
potential at T6 and T8 considering substrates used in one hand and modalities in the other.

Fruiting Potential

T6
Substrate 0.23
Modality 0.10

T8
Substrate 0.0156
Modality 0.0098

At T6, no significant effect of substrates or treatments was shown for fruiting potential.
On the contrary, at T8, significant differences were revealed (p-value less than 0.05).

Based on the Tukey–Kramer post-hoc test, we found that the difference in means
between each modality and each substrate was finally not statistically significant (all
absolute mean differences > Q critical value). These results are due to high values of
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variance for some samples, due to a heterogeneous development of plants inside each
modality and substrate. Nevertheless, a descriptive analysis allows for highlighting some
trends (Figures 9 and 10).

Figure 9. Evolution at T6 and T8 of the fruiting potential in % (percentage of flowers, wilted flowers,
fruits on the total of buds) considering only growing substrates (S1: 100% coconut fiber; S2: 66% coconut
fiber + 33% bagasse; S3: 50% coconut fiber + 50% bagasse; S4: 33% coconut fiber + 66% bagasse).

Figure 10. Evolution at T6 and T8 of the fruiting potential in % (percentage of flowers, wilted Figure 1.
= AMF (strain IP21); modality 2 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum; modality 3 = AMF (strain
IP21) + Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 4 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum
+ Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 5 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF
strains; modality 6 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF strains + Trichoderma harzianum.
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Regardless of the substrates or treatments, control plants showed the lowest fruiting
potential at T6. This difference disappeared at T8, having globally the same level of
fruiting potential.

When we focus only on substrates (Figure 9), only plants on S1 showed lower fruit-
ing potential at T6. Within two weeks, fruiting potential doubled in substrates S2, S3,
and S4 (from 14–15% to 27–32%) and tripled in substrate S1 (from 9% to 28%), reaching
comparable values.

When we focus on treatments (Figure 10), plants in control and modality 5 gave the
lowest fruiting potential at T6 (4.5% and 7%, respectively), while the other modalities
gave similar values (between 14% and 18%). At T8, plants of modality 4 showed the
highest fruiting potential with 38% while the other modalities showed values between 25%
and 32%.

Concerning the observation of phosphorus deficiency, because of the homogeneous
distribution of purple colour on leaves, no variance has been obtained. So, a descriptive
analysis was realizaed (Figures 11 and 12). After increasing between four and six weeks
(between 5% and <40%), phosphorus deficiency (indicated by the presence of purple leaves
on the plants) strongly decreased between six and eight weeks after planting (between 60%
and <40%), by adding phosphorus to the nutrient solution.

Figure 11. Temporal evolution of the percentage of phosphorus deficiency (purple leaves) in plants
from 4 weeks after planting up to 6 and 8 weeks considering only growing substrates (S1: 100%
coconut fiber; S2: 66% coconut fiber + 33% bagasse; S3: 50% coconut fiber + 50% bagasse; S4: 33%
coconut fiber + 66% bagasse).

If we consider only the growing substrates, P deficiency symptoms appeared more
prominently in substrates S3 and S4 (more than 80% of purple leaves) at week 6. Substrates
S1 and S2 showed lower P deficiency with 60% and 70% of purple leaves, respectively. As
these substrates contain more coconut fiber (and so, more native P), they allowed the plants
to feel less P deficiency. Furthermore, substrate S1 seemed to be more effective in recovering
from deficiency symptoms compared to the other substrates (Figure 11): P deficiency was
less than 10% in S1 at week 8 while it was still 25% and in S2, S3, and S4.

Considering only the treatments, the plants of modalities 1, 4, and 6 showed lower
deficiencies at each step of the experimentation (between 55% and 65% at week 6; between
5% and 15% at week 8). On the other hand, control plants showed the highest symptoms at
each step of the experimentation (Figure 12).
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Figure 12. Temporal evolution of the percentage of phosphorus deficiency (purple leaves) in plants from
4 weeks after planting up to 6 and 8 weeks only considering applied treatments. Modality 1 = AMF
(strain IP21); modality 2 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum; modality 3 = AMF (strain IP21)
+ Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 4 = AMF (strain IP21) + Trichoderma harzianum +
Pseudomonas fluorescens (strain IPB04); modality 5 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF
strains; modality 6 = commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF strains + Trichoderma harzianum.

Because of heterogeneous plant development inside modalities, we obtained high
confidence intervals for most parameters. Nevertheless, it has been possible to highlight
some trends: if we compile information on the effect of substrates and treatments on
plant development (Table 6), we see that substrates S1 (100% coconut fiber) and S2 (66%
coconut fiber + 33% bagasse) are the most suitable for a good mycorrhization and a better
development of plants. These substrates seem also to be suitable for decreasing the effect of
P deficiency. For the other measured parameters (root development and fruiting potential),
no significant difference has been observed between substrates. Furthermore, the addition
of bagasse to the substrate did not seem to have a significant beneficial effect on the
development of beneficial microorganisms and plants.

Table 6. Summary of substrates and treatments with a positive effect or no effect (-) on plants: root
development, mycorrhization rates; stem length, branch number, fruiting potential and P deficiency.

Substrate Modality

Root development - 5 and 6
Mycorrhization S1 and S2 2 and 3

Stem length S1, S2 and S3 1, 2 and 3
Branch number S1 and S2 -

Fruiting potential - 4
P deficiency S1 and S2 1, 4 and 6

Modalities 2 (AMF IP21 + Trichoderma harzianum) and 3 (AMF IP21 + Pseudomonas
fluorescens IPB04) seemed to be the most suitable for a good establishment of AMF inside
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roots and a better development of plants. On the contrary, modalities 1 (AMF IP21), 4
(AMF IP21 + Trichoderma harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04), and 6 (AMF six
strains + Trichoderma harzianum) seemed to be the best to decrease the effect of P deficiency.
The use of modality 4 (AMF IP21 + Trichoderma harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04)
resulted in a higher fruiting potential than in other modalities. The modalities 5 (commercial
AMF product containing 6 AMF strains) and 6 (commercial AMF product containing 6 AMF
strains + Trichoderma harzianum) seemed to have a positive effect on root development.

Following the results obtained, substrates S1 (100% coconut fiber) and S2 (66% coconut
fiber + 33% bagasse) complementarily used with the consortium of “AMF IP21 + Trichoderma
harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04” seem to be the “best formulation” for the
optimal growth and productivity of tomato plants in a soilless production system. In fact,
S1 and S2 seem the most appropriate substrates for almost all the parameters evaluated
(Mycorrhization, stem length, branch number, P deficiency). Apparently, coconut fiber is
the most suitable raw material for the composition of sustainable substrates in agriculture,
because it is a recycled product with a large amount of phosphorus which can be exploited
by the plant. The addition of bagasse doesn’t affect plant development and allow the plant
to grow properly when its concentration in the substrate does not exceed the percentage of
33%. In our experimentation, the interest of bagasse as a part of substrate (Substrate S2)
has been demonstrated. So, the physio-chemical analysis of bagasse is essential in order to
understand the real potential utilisation of such material, which is also a recycled material
like the coconut fiber.

Concerning the microorganisms used in this study, the consortium “AMF IP21 +
Trichoderma harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04” allowed the plant to have poten-
tially more fruit and to recover better from P deficiency. This means that the use of such
microorganisms in the substrates is useful for plant development.

In agriculture, phosphorus is one of the key elements (macronutrient together with
nitrogen and potassium) essential for plant development. Unfortunately, phosphorus
is a limited and expensive resource. So, sustainable alternatives need to be found and
developed. The utilisation of AMF and/or phosphorus solubilizing bacteria can be a
real alternative for the optimization of phosphorus resources. In the present study, the
percentage of phosphorus deficiency could be an indicator of the beneficial contribution of
mycorrhizal fungi to the plant. As the coconut fiber already contained a high concentration
of phosphorus (355 ppm), it can be exploited by the plant due to the presence of AMF
inside their roots [35,52]. For this reason, the treated plants grew in the first six weeks
and showed lower P deficiency symptoms. Then, at six weeks, phosphorus had to be
added to the nutrient solution, because we hypothesize that the plants had exploited all the
phosphorus reserves present in the substrate. The synergistic effect “AMF + Trichoderma
harzianum + Pseudomonas fluorescens” allowed the plants to use the subsequent phosphorus
supply better than the control. This allowed the plants to grow better and recover faster
from deficiency symptoms.

4. Conclusions

In this paper, we tested different substrates composed with coconut fiber and bagasse
(S1 to S4) and beneficial microorganisms (AMF, Pseudomonas fluorescens and Trichoderma
harzianum), selecting the best suitable system for soilless production of tomatoes. Our
results showed that substrates S1 (100% coconut fiber) and S2 (66% coconut fiber + 33%
bagasse) complementarily used with the consortium of “AMF IP21 + Trichoderma harzianum
+ Pseudomonas fluorescens IPB04” seem to be the “best formulation” for this purpose. That
confirmed the feasibility of the development of recycled material (coconut fiber and
bagasse)-based substrates together with soil microorganisms for soilless tomato production.

Following these promising results, the use of resilient, bio-based nutrient sources,
such as wastewater-derived algae in the frame of minerals nanofertilizer application [53],
could be a complementary technology for a more sustainable soilless production. In fact,
Handan [13] demonstrated that algae addition in tomato is beneficial for tomato plant
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growth and mineral enrichment (Calcium uptake). Gulia et al. [54] demonstrated the
potential use of cyanobacteria in the soilless cultivation of tomato concerning fruit and
flower count.

Currently, INOCULUMplus is involved in the European project Excalibur (2019–2024;
grant number 817946). This will allow us to improve knowledge concerning the effects
of the use of micro-organisms (AMF, bacteria, fungi) on different crops (yield, health of
plants, and resistance to biotic and abiotic stresses): apple, strawberry, tomato. At the end
of this project, conclusions will be made regarding the management of bio-fertilizers and
bio-control for cultivation in soil. The results obtained for the tomato crop could be a start
for new experimental designs to test for soilless tomato production.

5. Patents

Currently, a patent is being written by the company NUCEA SUBSTRATE in order to
integrate beneficial microorganisms in their substrates.

Author Contributions: S.M. and T.S. contributed equally to this paper. S.M., J.B. and T.S. contributed
to the experimental design. S.M. and T.S. acquired and interpreted the data. S.M. drafted the
manuscript. T.S., J.C.B. and J.-M.D. critically revised the manuscript. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This study has been funded by NUCEA SUBSTRATE which received a financial subvention
from BPI France (A1208001B).

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank the academic editors and reviewers who help us to
improve this manuscript. We also warmly thank Martial Ferréol for his help for statistical analyses.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. FAOSTAT. Available online: www.fao.org (accessed on 20 January 2022).
2. Heuvelink, E. Tomatoes. In Crop Production Science in Horticulture 13; Heuvelink, E., Ed.; Bunko broche; Wageningen University:

Wageningen, The Netherlands, 2005; pp. 4–6.
3. INTERFEL. Available online: www.lesfruitsetlegumesfrais.com/fruits-legumes/legumes-fruits/tomate (accessed on

20 January 2022).
4. Ministère de l’Agriculture et de l’Alimentation. Available online: https://agriculture.gouv.fr/la-tomate-star-de-lete (accessed on

20 January 2022).
5. Bilderback, T.E.; Warren, S.L.; Owen, J.S., Jr.; Albano, J.P. Healthy substrates need physicals. Hort. Technol. 2005, 15, 747–751.

[CrossRef]
6. Mastouri, F.; Hassandokht, M.R.; Padasht Dehkaei, M.N. The effect of application of agricultural waste compost on growing

media and greenhouse lettuce yield. Acta Horti. 2005, 697, 153–158. [CrossRef]
7. Olle, M.; Nagouajio, M.; Simos, A. Vegetable quality and productivity as influenced by growing medium: A Review.

Zemdirb. Agric. 2012, 99, 399–408.
8. Dorais, M.; Menard, C.; Begin, E. Risk of phytotoxicity of sawdust substrate for greenhouse vegetables. Acta Hort. 2007,

761, 589–594. [CrossRef]
9. Ehret, D.L.; Helmer, T. A new wood fibre substrate for hydroponic tomato and pepper crops. Can. J. Plant Sci. 2009, 89, 1127–1132.

[CrossRef]
10. Mahamud, S.; Manisah, M.D. Preliminary studies on sago waste as growing medium for tomato. Acta Hort. 2007, 742, 163–168.

[CrossRef]
11. Nurznski, J. The yield of greenhouse tomato grown in straw and rockwool. Folia Hort. 2006, 18, 17–23.
12. Ma, F.; Fan, H. Use of Substrates for the Production of Quality Horticultural Crops. In Key Irrigation Technologies and Substrate

Choice for Soilless Potted Flowers in Greenhouses, Soilless Culture; Asaduzzaman, M., Ed.; IntechOpen: London, UK, 2015; pp. 1–32.
13. Handan, E. Growth of tomato plantlets in soilless culture enriched with shells egg waste and algae. Int. J. Sci. Res. Arch. 2021,

3, 161–167. [CrossRef]
14. Erabadupitiya, H.R.U.T.; Weerakkody, W.A.P.; Nandasena, K.A. Potassium Application Rates for Tomato Grown in Soilless

Culture under Hot and Humid Greenhouse Conditions. Trop. Agric. Res. 2021, 32, 462–470. [CrossRef]
15. Mitsanis, C.; Aktsoglou, D.C.; Koukounaras, A.; Tsouvaltzis, P.; Koufakis, T.; Gerasopoulos, D.; Siomos, A.S. Functional, Flavor

and Visual Traits of Hydroponically Produced Tomato Fruit in Relation to Substrate, Plant Training System and Harvesting Time.
Horticulturae 2021, 7, 311. [CrossRef]

www.fao.org
www.lesfruitsetlegumesfrais.com/fruits-legumes/legumes-fruits/tomate
https://agriculture.gouv.fr/la-tomate-star-de-lete
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH.15.4.0747
http://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2005.697.18
http://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2007.761.82
http://doi.org/10.4141/CJPS08183
http://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2007.742.21
http://doi.org/10.30574/ijsra.2021.3.2.0117
http://doi.org/10.4038/tar.v32i4.8514
http://doi.org/10.3390/horticulturae7090311


Agronomy 2022, 12, 767 18 of 19

16. Nguyen, M.N.; Inaba, K.; Toda, S.; Suzuki, K.; Iwasaki, Y.; Takayama, K. Effect of reducing phosphorus dosage in nutrient solution
on soilless culture of grafted tomato crops. Acta Hortic. 2021, 1317, 99–106. [CrossRef]

17. Moelants, J.; Similon, L.; Bosmans, L. Sustainable organic growing media in a commercial tomato growing system. Acta Hortic.
2021, 1317, 303–312. [CrossRef]

18. Asaduzzaman, M.; Mondal, F.M.; Ban, T.; Asao, T. Selection of ideal succeeding crops after asparagus, taro, and beans replanting
field in seedling growth bioassay. Allelopath. J. 2013, 32, 1–22.

19. Alifar, N.; Ghehsareh, A.M.; Honarjoo, N. The effect of growth media on cucumber yield and its uptake of some nutrient elements
in soilless culture. J. Sci. Technol. Greenh. Cult. 2010, 1, 19–25.

20. Gutiérrez, G.A.M.; Altamirano, G.Z.; Urrestarzu, M. Maguey bagasse waste as sustainable substrate in soilless culture by melon
and tomato crop. J. Plant Nut. 2012, 35, 2135–2144. [CrossRef]

21. Yu, P.; Li, Q.; Huang, L.; Niu, G.; Gu, M. Mixed Hardwood and Sugarcane Bagasse Biochar as Potting Mix Components for
Container Tomato and Basil Seedling Production. Appl. Sci. 2019, 9, 4713. [CrossRef]

22. Orta-Guzmán, V.N.; Lois-Correa, J.A.; Domínguez-Crespo, M.A.; Pineda-Pineda, J.; Torres-Huerta, A.M.; Rodríguez-Salazar, A.E.;
Licona-Aguilar, Á.I. Evaluation of Sugarcane Agroindustrial Wastes as Substrate in Soilless Cultivation ofTomato (S. lycopersicum
Linnaeus):Effect of Substrate Composition on Yield Production. Agronomy 2021, 11, 206. [CrossRef]

23. Baum, C.; El-Tohamy, W.; Gruda, N. Increasing the productivity and product quality of vegetable crops using arbuscular
mycorrhizal fungi: A review. Sci. Hort. 2015, 187, 131–141. [CrossRef]

24. Dhawi, F.; Datta, R.; Ramakrishna, W. Mycorrhiza and PGPB modulate maize biomass, nutrient uptake and metabolic pathways
in maize grown in mining-impacted soil. Plant Physiol. Biochem. 2015, 97, 390–399. [CrossRef]

25. Kumar, A.; Verma, J.P. Does plant—Microbe interaction confer stress tolerance in plants: A review? Microbiol. Res. 2018, 207, 41–52.
[CrossRef]

26. Al-Karaki, G.N. Nursery inoculation of tomato with arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi and subsequent performance under irrigation
with saline water. Sci. Hortic. 2006, 109, 1–7. [CrossRef]

27. Ortas, I.; Kaya, Z.; Cakmak, I. Influence of VA-Mycorrhiza Inoculation on Growth of Maize and Green Pepper Plants in Phosphorus
and Zinc Deficient Soils. In Plant Nutrition- Food Security and Sustainability of Agro-Ecosystems; Horst, W.J., Schenk, M.K.,
Bürkert, A., Claassen, N., Flessa, H., Frommer, W.B., Goldbach, H.E., Olfs, H.W., Römheld, V., Sattelmacher, B., et al., Eds.; Kluwer
Akedmic Publishers: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2001; pp. 632–633.

28. Charron, G.; Furlan, V.; Bernier-Cordou, M.; Doyon, G. Response of onion plants to arbuscular mycorrhizae. 1. Effects of
inoculation method and phosphorus fertilization on biomass and bulb firmness. Mycorrhiza 2001, 11, 187–197. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

29. Cigsar, S.; Sari, N.; Ortas, I. The effects of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungus on plant growth and yield of cucumber. Turk J. Agric.
2000, 24, 571–578.

30. Sari, N.; Ortas, I.; Yetisir, H. Effect of mycorrhiza inoculation on plant growth, yield and phosphorus uptake in garlic under field
conditions. Commun. Soil Sci. Plant Anal. 2002, 33, 2189–2201. [CrossRef]

31. Karagiannidis, N.; Fotios, B.; Nikolaos, S. Effects of Verticillium witl (Verticillium dahliae Kleb.) and mycorrhiza (Glomus mosseae)
on root colonization, growth and nutrient uptake in tomato and eggplant seedlings. Sci. Hortic. 2002, 94, 145–156. [CrossRef]

32. Sanchez-Bel, P.; Troncho, P.; Gamir, J.; Pozo, M.J.; Camañes, G.; Cerezo, M.; Flors, V. The nitrogen availability interferes with
mycorrhizainduced resistance against Botrytis cinerea in tomato. Front. Microbiol. 2016, 7, 1598–1610. [CrossRef]

33. Bitterlich, M.; Sandmann, M.; Graefe, J. Arbuscular mycorrhiza alleviates restrictions to substrate water flow and delays
transpiration limitation to stronger drought in tomato. Front. Plant Sci. 2018, 9, 154–169. [CrossRef]

34. Chitarra, W.; Pagliarani, C.; Maserti, B.; Lumini, E.; Siciliano, I.; Cascone, P.; Schubert, A.; Gambino, G.; Balestrini, R.; Guerrieri, E.
Insights on the impact of arbuscular mycorrhizal symbiosis on tomato tolerance to water stress. Plant Physiol. 2016, 171, 1009–1023.
[CrossRef]

35. Kour, D.; Rana, K.L.; Kaur, T.; Yadav, N.; Yadav, A.N.; Kumar, M.; Kumar, V.; Dhaliwal, H.S.; Saxena, A.K. Biodiversity, current
developments and potential biotechnological applications of phosphorus-solubilizing and -mobilizing microbes: A review.
Pedosphere 2021, 31, 43–75. [CrossRef]

36. Bona, E.; Cantamessa, S.; Massa, N.; Manassero, P.; Marsano, F.; Copetta, A.; Lingua, G.; D’Agostino, G.; Gamalero, E.; Berta, G.
Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi and plant growth-promoting pseudomonads improve yield, quality and nutritional value of
tomato: A field study. Mycorrhiza 2017, 27, 1–11. [CrossRef]

37. Bona, E.; Todeschini, V.; Cantamessa, S.; Cesaro, P.; Copetta, A.; Lingua, G.; Gamalero, E.; Berta, B.; Massa, N. Combined bacterial
and mycorrhizal inocula improve tomato quality at reduced fertilization. Sci. Hortic. 2018, 234, 160–165. [CrossRef]

38. Woo, S.L.; Ruocco, M.; Vinale, F.; Nigro, M.; Marra, R.; Lombardi, N.; Pascale, A.; Lanzuise, S.; Manganiello, G.; Lorito, M.
Trichoderma-based Products and their Widespread Use in Agriculture. Open Mycol. J. 2014, 8, 71–126. [CrossRef]

39. Zin, N.A.; Badaluddin, N.A. Biological functions of Trichoderma spp. for agriculture applications. Ann. Agric. Sci. 2020,
65, 168–178. [CrossRef]

40. Srivastava, R.; Khalid, A.; Singh, U.S.; Sharma, A.K. Evaluation of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungus, fluorescent Pseudomonas and
Trichoderma harzianum formulation against Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. lycopersici for the management of tomato wilt. Biol. Control
2010, 53, 24–31. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2021.1317.12
http://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2021.1317.35
http://doi.org/10.1080/01904167.2012.724493
http://doi.org/10.3390/app9214713
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy11020206
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2015.03.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.plaphy.2015.10.028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.micres.2017.11.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2006.02.019
http://doi.org/10.1007/s005720100122
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24595434
http://doi.org/10.1081/CSS-120005756
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4238(01)00336-3
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.01598
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2018.00154
http://doi.org/10.1104/pp.16.00307
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1002-0160(20)60057-1
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00572-016-0727-y
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2018.02.026
http://doi.org/10.2174/1874437001408010071
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aoas.2020.09.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2009.11.012


Agronomy 2022, 12, 767 19 of 19

41. Rouphael, Y.; Franken, P.; Schneider, C.; Schwarz, D.; Giovannetti, M.; Agnolucci, M.; De Pascale, S.; Bonini, P.; Colla, G.
Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi acta s biostimulants in horticultural crops. Sci. Hortic. 2015, 196, 91–108. [CrossRef]

42. Caser, M.; Demasi, S.; Victorino, Í.M.M.; Donno, D.; Faccio, A.; Lumini, E.; Bianciotto, V.; Scariot, V. Arbuscular Mycorrhizal Fungi
Modulate the Crop Performance and Metabolic Profile of Saffron in Soilless Cultivation. Agronomy 2019, 9, 232. [CrossRef]

43. Menge, J.A.; Steirle, D.; Bagyaraj, D.J.; Johnson, E.L.V.; Leonard, R.T. Phosphorus concentrations in plants responsible for
inhibition of mycorrhizal infection. New Phytol. 1978, 80, 575–578. [CrossRef]

44. Ryan, M.H.; Small, D.R.; Ash, J.E. Phosphorus controls the level of colonisation by arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi in conventional
and biodynamic irrigated dairy pastures. Aust. J. Exp. Agric. 2000, 40, 663–670. [CrossRef]

45. Grant, C.; Bittman, S.; Montreal, M.; Plenchette, C.; Morel, C. Soil and fertilizer phosphorus: Effects on plant P supply and
mycorrhizal development. Can. J. Plant Sci. 2005, 85, 3–14. [CrossRef]

46. Besford, R.T. A Rapid Tissue Test for Diagnosing Phosphorus Deficiency in the Tomato Plant. Ann. Bot. 1980, 45, 225–227.
[CrossRef]

47. Philipps, J.-M.; Hayman, D.-S. Improved procedures for clearing roots and staining parasitic and vesicular-arbuscular mycorrhizal
fungi for rapid assessment of infection. Trans. Br. Mycol. Soc. 1970, 55, 158–161. [CrossRef]

48. Trouvelot, A.; Kough, J.L.; Gianinazzi-Pearson, V. Mesure du taux de mycorhization VA d’un système radiculaire. Recherche de
méthodes d’estimation ayant une signification fonctionnelle. In Mycorrhizae: Physiology and Genetics; INRA: Paris, France, 1986;
pp. 217–221.

49. Bhadha, J.H.; Xu, N.; Khatiwada, R.; Swanson, S.; LaBorde, C. Bagasse: A Potential Organic Soil Amendment Used in Sugarcane
Production: SL477/SS690, 8/2020. EDIS 2020, 1, 1–5.

50. Xu, N.; Bhadha, J.H.; Rabbany, A.; Swanson, S.; McCray, J.M.; Li, Y.C.; Strauss, S.L.; Mylavarapu, R. Crop Nutrition and Yield
Response of Bagasse Application on Sugarcane Grown on a Mineral Soil. Agronomy 2021, 11, 1526. [CrossRef]

51. Azcón-Aguilar, C.; Barea, J.M. Applying mycorrhiza biotechnology to horticulture: Significance and potentials. Sci. Hortic. 1997,
68, 1–24. [CrossRef]

52. Gamalero, E.; Trotta, A.; Massa, N.; Copetta, A.; Martinotti, M.G.; Berta, G. Impact of two fluorescent pseudomonads and
an arbuscular mycorrhizal fungus on tomato plant growth, root architecture and P acquisition. Mycorrhiza 2004, 14, 185–192.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Mahapatra, D.M.; Satapathy, K.C.; Panda, B. Biofertilizers and nanofertilizers for sustainable agriculture: Phycoprospects and
challenges. Sci. Total Environ. 2022, 803, 149990. [CrossRef]

54. Gulia, U.; Shukla, J.; Nishanth, S.; Kokila, V.; Bharti, A.; Kumar Singh, A.; Singh Shivay, Y.; Prasanna, R. Fortifying nursery
soil-less media with cyanobacteria for enhancing the growth of tomato. S. Afr. J. Bot. 2022, 146, 564–572. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2015.09.002
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9050232
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.1978.tb01589.x
http://doi.org/10.1071/EA99005
http://doi.org/10.4141/P03-182
http://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.aob.a085817
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0007-1536(70)80110-3
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy11081526
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4238(96)00954-5
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00572-003-0256-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15197635
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.149990
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sajb.2021.11.034

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Inoculum Production 
	Experimental Design 
	Physical and Chemical Analyses 
	Nutrient Diet 
	Assessment of Plant Development 
	Statistical Analyses 

	Results and Discussion 
	Physical Parameters Evolution 
	Plant Growth Effects 
	Root Development 
	Mycorrhization 
	Ground-Up Development 


	Conclusions 
	Patents 
	References

