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	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.


	1. The most important aspect of the study is that it examines the role of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) in a forest environment.

2. The results confirmed that AMF inoculation of seeds does not always lead to positive outcomes, highlighting the need to modify or innovate inoculation methods, adjust substrate conditions, and improve nutrient management.

3. The study also contributes to the growing knowledge on tree species’ responses to AMF, which is essential for developing forest seed practices capable of adapting to climate change.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title suggests “optimization,” implying positive or improved effects of AMF inoculation. However, the study results showed that inoculation did not enhance germination or early growth, and in fact delayed germination. Therefore, a more neutral and precise title is recommended to better reflect the actual findings.

· Influence of AMF Inoculation on Germination Dynamics and Seedling Traits of Mahogany

· Arbuscular Mycorrhizal Inoculation in Mahogany: Germination Delay and Early Growth Responses

· Evaluating AMF Inoculation in Mahogany: Germination Kinetics and Early Seedling Development


	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured, presenting the background, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, suggest a few improvements for clarity and accuracy:

1. The abstract currently emphasizes that AMF inoculation was tested to “enhance germination and early growth,” but the results showed delayed germination and no significant growth benefits. The conclusion should more explicitly state this negative/neutral outcome, so that readers do not expect a positive optimization.

2. The methodology section in the abstract could be shortened slightly; details such as “arcsine transformation” and specific test names may be better placed in the main text, while the abstract should remain more concise.

3. The conclusion should briefly highlight the practical implication — for example, that inoculation benefits may depend on substrate conditions and inoculation techniques, and that optimized methods are required in forestry nurseries.

4. Keywords could include terms such as ecto- vs. endomycorrhiza or context-specific responses to broaden indexing and searchability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of experimental design, data collection, and statistical analysis. The objectives are clearly defined, and the methods are appropriate for testing the stated hypothesis. The results are presented with sufficient detail and supported by statistical evidence. However, the interpretation sometimes overemphasizes the potential of AMF despite the largely neutral or negative findings. A more balanced discussion, acknowledging both the limitations of the study (substrate, inoculation method, and short-term evaluation) and the broader implications, would strengthen the scientific rigor. Overall, the study is scientifically correct, but the discussion and conclusions should be slightly refined to better align with the actual results.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is sufficient, but it could be strengthened by adding studies that highlight the variable responses of tree and shrub species to AMF under different environmental conditions. For example, I suggest including the following article:

· Hassoon, W.H. (2023). Effect of UV-B Radiation and Mycorrhiza with Azotobacter on Jojoba (Simmondsia chinensis) Germination and Early Growth. [Al-Qadisiyah Journal For Agriculture Sciences ,ISSN : 2618-1479 Vol.14, Issue. 2 ,(2024), pp. 30-40.
This study provides relevant evidence from jojoba, demonstrating that AMF benefits can be enhanced under optimized conditions and in association with other beneficial microorganisms. Adding such a reference would broaden the context of the current manuscript and emphasize that the effectiveness of AMF is species- and condition-dependen


	

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


	Overall, the manuscript meets the standards of academic English, with only minor editing recommended for clarity and flo
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses an important topic by evaluating the role of AMF in forestry nursery practices, specifically in Swietenia macrophylla. The study provides valuable insights showing that AMF inoculation does not always produce positive effects, which is crucial for avoiding overgeneralization of AMF benefits. The methodology is sound, though improvements in inoculation techniques and substrate management are recommended for future studies. Overall, the manuscript contributes meaningfully to the literature on context-dependent mycorrhizal interactions in forest species, and with minor refinements in clarity and discussion, it would be a useful resource for researchers and practitioners in sustainable forestry.


	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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