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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 addresses an important topic in forestry and plant–microbe interactions by evaluating the role of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) in germination dynamics and early seedling growth of two economically significant tropical tree species, Tectona grandis and Santalum album. The study contributes to understanding species-specific biomass allocation strategies under AMF inoculation, which has practical implications for sustainable nursery management and climate-resilient forestry practices. The inclusion of effect size analysis adds biological relevance beyond conventional significance testing. Overall, the work provides useful insights for researchers working in forest microbiology, nursery science, and ecological restoration.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript. However, it may be improved to better emphasize the key finding regarding species-specific resource allocation. A suggested alternative title is:
“Species-Specific Resource Allocation Shifts in Teak (Tectona grandis) and Sandal (Santalum album) Seedlings under Arbuscular Mycorrhizal Fungi Inoculation.”
	

	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 summarizes the objectives, methodology, and key findings. However, it could be improved by:
(i) clearly stating the research hypothesis,
(ii) clarifying that germination percentages are arcsine-transformed values,
(iii) correcting minor unit inconsistencies (e.g., cm vs. cm²), and
(iv) briefly mentioning the experimental design (replication and sample size).
These refinements would enhance clarity and precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in design and statistical approach, and the interpretation of effect sizes is commendable. However, a major limitation is the absence of quantitative confirmation of AMF root colonization. Including root staining, colonization percentage, or microscopic validation would strengthen the biological interpretation of the results. Additionally, some interpretative statements in the Results section should be shifted to the Discussion for better structural clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and include both foundational and recent studies. The inclusion of recent literature (2020–2024) strengthens the manuscript. However, the authors may consider adding more studies specifically addressing AMF colonization assessment methods and host-dependent allocation strategies in tropical forestry species to further support the discussion. Minor formatting inconsistencies in citations should also be corrected.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally well written and suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor grammatical corrections, formatting inconsistencies (e.g., spacing, unit presentation), and refinement of long sentences are recommended to improve readability and clarity. A careful language editing is suggested before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript presents valuable findings with practical implications for forestry nurseries and ecological management. The integration of effect size analysis is a notable strength. Addressing the methodological limitation regarding AMF colonization assessment and refining the manuscript structure would significantly enhance its scientific rigor and impact.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues were observed. The experimental work appears to comply with standard nursery and institutional research practices. A formal statement regarding seed procurement authorization and institutional approval may further strengthen transparency.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No apparent conflict of interest is identified.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No evidence of plagiarism was observed.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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