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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 topic in coffee nursery production by evaluating organic substrates in combination with Rhizophagus intraradices. The study has practical relevance because it compares locally available organic materials and coffee-processing residues for improving seedling growth. The results on fermented coffee pulp and vermicompost may be useful for sustainable coffee nursery management. However, the interpretation of the mycorrhizal interaction should be revised because all treatments received mycorrhiza.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
Revise the title because “interaction with mycorrhiza” is not fully supported by the experimental design. All treatments received Rhizophagus intraradices, so a true mycorrhiza × organic fertilizer interaction cannot be evaluated.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
The abstract is generally comprehensive, but it should clearly acknowledge that all treatments received mycorrhiza and avoid implying that a mycorrhizal interaction was statistically tested.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
 Keywords are appropriate. Consider including terms such as coffee seedlings, organic substrates, and plant growth to improve indexing and discoverability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
 The background is generally well organized, but the specific research gap and justification for evaluating different organic substrates in combination with R. intraradices should be stated more explicitly.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
 Clearly state the specific research objective and, where applicable, a testable hypothesis. The present manuscript provides an aim but does not sufficiently formulate specific objectives or hypotheses.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
 The literature is relevant, but the manuscript should incorporate more recent studies, particularly on coffee nursery substrates, arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, organic amendments, nutrient availability, and coffee seedling growth.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
Provide more details on substrate proportions/rates, mycorrhizal inoculum concentration and application, soil/substrate characteristics, experimental units, and crop management. The absence of a non-mycorrhizal treatment should be clearly acknowledged because it limits assessment of the independent and interactive effects of mycorrhiza. Destructive measurements based on only two plants per treatment should remain descriptive. 
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
 Improve the distinction between descriptive observations and statistically supported findings. Avoid wording that implies significant treatment differences where inferential statistics were not conducted. Ensure units and variability are consistently reported.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	3 
Improve figure readability, axis labels, units, legends, treatment identification, and explanation of error bars. Clearly indicate the sample size for destructive measurements and that these results are descriptive.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
The discussion is generally relevant, but comparisons with recent studies should be strengthened. Clearly distinguish observed treatment responses from proposed mechanisms, particularly because the design does not include a non-mycorrhizal control.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
Revise the conclusions to avoid unsupported claims concerning the interaction between R. intraradices and organic substrates. The conclusion should state that fermented coffee pulp and vermicompost produced the most favorable observed responses under the conditions tested, without claiming a statistically demonstrated interaction.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
Add a clear limitations paragraph addressing the absence of a non-mycorrhizal control, the small sample size for destructive measurements (n = 2), the descriptive nature of those observations, and the limited experimental duration and location.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
 The references are generally relevant, but the manuscript should include more recent peer-reviewed literature and ensure consistency in reference formatting and correspondence between citations and the reference list.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
The manuscript is generally understandable, but scientific terminology and interpretation should be made more precise. Correct minor grammatical/wording issues and avoid statements that extend beyond what the experimental design and data support.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO 
The title should avoid implying an interaction between mycorrhiza and organic fertilizers because all treatments received R. intraradices. A more appropriate title would be: “Morphological and physiological growth of coffee (Coffea arabica L.) seedlings under different organic substrates inoculated with Rhizophagus intraradices in Motozintla, Chiapas.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The experimental design does not permit separation of the effects of organic substrates from the effect or interaction of R. intraradices, since there is no non-mycorrhizal treatment. In addition, several variables were evaluated with only two destructive observations per treatment and were therefore descriptive; consequently, statements implying statistically established treatment superiority should be moderated.

The manuscript has practical relevance and potentially useful results, but substantial clarification is required regarding the experimental design, interpretation of mycorrhizal effects, statistical limitations, terminology, and strength of the conclusions. The absence of a non-mycorrhizal treatment prevents a true assessment of the claimed interaction.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
 The reference list is relevant but should be strengthened with more recent studies, particularly recent literature on coffee nursery substrates, arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, organic amendments, nutrient availability and coffee seedling growth.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
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