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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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.

	The manuscript addresses an important and long-standing topic, the diversity and morphological characteristics of mycorrhizal associations which remains central to plant ecology, soil biology and sustainable agriculture. A clear, up-to-date synthesis of mycorrhizal types and their functional roles can be valuable for students and researchers entering this field, and for applied work (restoration, biofertilisers). However, the current draft is largely descriptive and would benefit from deeper critical synthesis of mechanisms, recent taxonomic updates and applied implications to maximize its usefulness to the research community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Title contains a spelling error and awkward phrasing (“Charecteristics”). The singular “Mycorrhiza” reads odd for a broad review.
Recommendation:
1. Mycorrhizae: Dynamic Morphological Characteristics - A Review
2. Morphological Dynamics of Mycorrhizal Associations: A Review
3. Structural and Functional Diversity of Mycorrhizae: A Review

	

	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 abstract is too general. It does not specify the manuscript’s objectives, scope, or the key insights offered. For instance, it should mention that the manuscript reviews different mycorrhizal types, their structural diversity, and ecological functions. Specific data or examples (e.g., plant coverage by AMF, functional roles in forests) would strengthen it. I recommend:
1. Adding the main focus (morphological structures, ecological significance).
2. Briefly highlighting critical statistics or findings (e.g., “AMF colonize ~72% of terrestrial plants”).
3. Stating gaps or future directions that the review identifies.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	a. Quantitative claims
The manuscript states that “72% of terrestrial plants are colonized by AMF” (Introduction, p. 2) and that AMF contribute “5–36% of total biomass and 9–55% of total microbial biomass” (Introduction, p. 2) . These figures need proper sourcing and clarification. Are they global estimates, or based on specific ecosystems? Please provide authoritative references (e.g., Brundrett 2009; Treseder 2013).
b. Taxonomy and nomenclature
AMF genera are listed as Glomus, Acaulospora, Gigaspora, and Sclerocystis (Section 3) . However, taxonomy has been revised extensively in recent years. Many species once classified as Glomus are now placed in genera such as Funneliformis and Claroideoglomus. Please update these names or acknowledge synonyms to align with current classification.
c. Irrelevant references
The reference list includes “Wu, Y. … Google’s neural machine translation system” , which is completely unrelated to mycorrhiza. Such entries should be removed.
d. Mechanistic depth
The manuscript remains largely descriptive, listing types and functions. For a stronger review, it should include recent mechanistic insights:
· Molecular signalling between plants and fungi (e.g., strigolactones, Myc factors).
· Nutrient exchange pathways (carbon, phosphorus, nitrogen).
· Mycorrhizal networks and their ecological implications (forest nutrient cycling, drought resistance).
e. Distribution claims
The manuscript notes that ectomycorrhiza are present in only ~3% of plant species yet dominate many forest ecosystems (Introduction, p. 2) . This is an important point, but it should be supported with clearer references or more recent data to strengthen the statement.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several references are outdated or irrelevant. More recent reviews (last 5–8 years) should be included, especially in areas such as:
· Global distribution of mycorrhizal types.
· Advances in AMF taxonomy.
· Molecular signalling and symbiosis mechanisms.
Some entries are incorrectly formatted or misplaced (e.g., the Google reference). The reference list needs careful verification, formatting according to journal style, and pruning of unrelated citations.

	

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

	The manuscript requires significant language editing. Issues include long run-on sentences, grammatical errors, and inconsistent capitalization. For example:
· “Mycorrhiza is a widely occurring natural phenomenon they are combination of fungi and plant root...” (p. 1).
This should be corrected for clarity and grammar. 

	

	Optional/General comments

	Major revisions required:
1. Revise abstract to highlight objectives, scope, and main conclusions.
2. Update taxonomy (especially AMF genera) with recent classification.
3. Provide reliable citations for quantitative claims (e.g., 72% colonization, biomass percentages).
4. Remove irrelevant references (e.g., Google neural machine translation).
5. Add more critical and mechanistic discussion (molecular signalling, ecological functions).
6. Improve figures and tables - Table 1 is poorly formatted and should be presented more clearly.
Minor revisions:
1. Correct spelling/grammar throughout (e.g., “Charecteristics” → “Characteristics”).
2. Expand and refine keywords (include “arbuscular mycorrhiza,” “ectomycorrhiza,” “symbiosis,” “plant–fungus interactions”).
3. Standardize references according to journal guidelines.
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic, but in its current form requires major revision to meet publication standards. With updated taxonomy, improved references, deeper analysis, and careful editing, it could make a useful contribution.
Justification:
The manuscript addresses an important and relevant topic and presents useful background on mycorrhizal morphology. However, significant issues must be addressed before publication: requiring thorough rewriting and paraphrasing of overlapping text; outdated taxonomy and lack of precise references for some quantitative claims; presence of irrelevant citations; and substantial language editing needs. With careful revision, proper citation, and improved critical analysis, the manuscript has potential for acceptance.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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