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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript offers valuable insights into woody species composition, structure, and regeneration in the Gole Community Managed Forest, aiding biodiversity understanding and sustainable management. Its detailed methodology and robust analysis provide a replicable framework for similar studies. By addressing ecological knowledge gaps and conservation challenges, it underscores the balance between biodiversity and livelihoods, though broader implications could be clarified.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The revised title is “Floristic Diversity, Structure, and Regeneration Dynamics in the Gole Community Forest, Ethiopia"
	

	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 effectively summarizes the study's objectives, methods, findings, and implications but could be refined for greater clarity and coherence.

Recommendations for Improvement:

1. Clarify Broader Implications: Elaborate on how the findings contribute to regional or global ecological goals, such as climate resilience or biodiversity policy.

· Add a sentence linking the results to these broader themes to highlight their relevance.

2. Balance Details: While specific metrics like basal area or seedling density add depth, they may not be essential for the abstract.

· Focus on overarching trends and outcomes instead, ensuring brevity without sacrificing key insights.

3. Highlight Research Gaps: Explicitly state the study's contributions to addressing knowledge gaps, such as unexplored aspects of species stratification or community-driven conservation.

4. Align Recommendations with Findings: Ensure the recommendations logically stem from the study's results.

· If socio-economic factors were not a primary focus, reframe this as a suggestion for future research, emphasizing its emerging relevance based on secondary observations.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The manuscript's subsections and structure are appropriate, following a logical flow and standard scientific article formats. Strengths include well-defined sections such as Abstract, Introduction, Materials and Methods, Results and Discussion, and References, with a clear progression from objectives to results and discussion. The Methods and Results sections are particularly detailed, featuring subsections like sampling design, data collection, floristic composition, and DBH distribution, which enhance clarity. However,   Organized Feedback on the Subsections and Structure of the Manuscript
1. Introduction
· Location of Gole Community Managed Forest:
The introduction lacks the geographical context of the Gole Community Managed Forest. Including its location (e.g., district, province, country, or coordinates) would contextualize the study and highlight its regional and ecological significance.
Suggestion: Add:
“The Gole Community Managed Forest, located in [District/Province, Country], spans 765 ha and is vital for biodiversity conservation and local livelihoods.”
· Clarity on 47 Sampling Plots:
The introduction does not specify the total area covered by the 47 plots or their percentage relative to the forest's 765 ha area. This information is crucial for evaluating sampling adequacy.
Suggestion: Include:
“The 47 sampling plots cover X hectares, representing Y% of the total forest area. Plot size and sampling percentage were determined based on standard ecological protocols.”
· Specific Tools of SPSS 25:
The methodology mentions using SPSS 25 without detailing specific tools or statistical analyses.
Suggestion: Specify:
“SPSS 25 was used for descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and regression to analyze relationships and predictors.”
2. Ethical Consideration (Section 2.4)
· The grammatical structure in this section needs correction.
Suggestion: Revise to:
“Permissions were granted by local authorities, ensuring compliance with ethical and environmental guidelines. Community stakeholders were informed and consented to the research activities.”
3. Results and Discussion
· DBH and Height Class Distribution (Section 3.2.3):
The discussion on DBH and height class distribution needs more depth with references and comparisons.
Suggestion:
“The observed DBH distribution resembles the reverse J-shaped curve, typical of natural forests, indicating a healthy regeneration dynamic (Author, Year).”
· Basal Area Distribution (Section 3.2.4):
Basal area distribution mentions two major groups but lacks supporting context.
Suggestion: Add:
“Ficus sur, Syzygium guineense, Ilex mitis, Celtis africana, and Olea capensis dominate, contributing 58.01% of the basal area, reflecting their structural importance. In contrast, species like Rhamnus prinoides and Lobelia spp., representing only 6.359%, suggest limited dominance or niche specialization.”
· Importance Value Index (IVI) (Section 3.2.5):
The ecological significance of species with higher IVI scores requires elaboration.
Suggestion: Include:
“Species with higher IVI scores contribute to habitat stability, nutrient cycling, and resilience against disturbances, emphasizing their critical roles in ecosystem functioning (Author, Year).”
4. Graphical Representation
· Cumulative Diameter and Height Class Frequency Distribution:
A bell-shaped graph of cumulative diameter and height class frequency distribution could visually support the narrative.
Suggestion: Provide a graph highlighting the dominance of intermediate classes and scarcity at extremes to illustrate forest structure and regeneration patterns.

General Feedback

· Redundancy: Reduce overlapping content in the Results and Discussion, particularly regarding floristic composition and structural analysis. Consolidate similar points for brevity.

· Discussion Subsections: Add subsections like “Comparison with Other Studies,” “Implications for Conservation,” and “Study Limitations” to improve navigation.

· Figures and Tables: Directly integrate figures and tables into the narrative, emphasizing their relevance to key findings.


	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound, as it employs established methodologies and metrics, such as the Shannon-Wiener diversity index and Importance Value Index, to assess species composition and forest structure. The use of a systematic grid sampling method and nested plot design ensures comprehensive and representative data collection. Statistical tools like SPSS are appropriately applied for quantitative analysis, enhancing the reliability of the findings. Moreover, the integration of ecological theory with practical conservation implications underscores the manuscript's scientific rigor and relevance to biodiversity management.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient, featuring a mix of foundational and contemporary sources relevant to forest ecology and conservation. Strengths include the diversity of sources, which cover biodiversity, forest structure, and regeneration dynamics, providing a strong theoretical foundation. Key references such as Pielou (1966) and Mueller-Dombois (1974) effectively support methodologies and ecological principles.

However, some areas need improvement. While certain references are recent (e.g., Ribeiro et al., 2023), others are outdated, leaving room to incorporate more current studies, particularly in areas like community forest management and climate change impacts. Additionally, some citations are underutilized, appearing in the text without thorough discussion, which diminishes their contribution to the manuscript.

To address these gaps, incorporating additional references is recommended. For insights into balancing ecological and socio-economic goals in community forests, Chhatre and Agrawal (2009)'s study, "Trade-offs and synergies between carbon storage and livelihood benefits in tropical forests" (PNAS), is valuable. Similarly, Anderegg et al. (2020)'s paper, "Climate-driven risks to the climate mitigation potential of forests" (Science), offers critical perspectives on biodiversity and forest management under climate change. For enhancing discussions on plot-based sampling techniques, Condit (1998)'s "Tropical Forest Census Plots: Methods and Results from Barro Colorado Island, Panama, and a Comparison with Other Plots" provides robust methodological insights.

Finally,  along with a stronger integration of existing citations into the text, would improve the manuscript’s depth and relevance, aligning it more closely with contemporary forest ecology research and conservation priorities.


	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally appropriate for scholarly communication, maintaining a formal tone and effectively employing technical vocabulary to reflect subject matter expertise. However, minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasing occasionally disrupt readability, such as "These researches aimed to inventory and classify woody species," which should be revised to "This research aimed to inventory and classify woody species." Additionally, transitions between sections and paragraphs are sometimes abrupt, affecting the overall coherence. To enhance clarity, flow, and precision, the manuscript would benefit from thorough proofreading to correct grammatical issues, refine sentence structure, and ensure consistent tense usage. For instance, in section 2.4, Ethical Considerations, revise sentences like "The permissions are granted by local authorities" to "Permissions were granted by local authorities." Improved transitions, such as the addition of linking phrases between ideas and sections, would further enhance readability and create a more seamless narrative

	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment

This manuscript presents a valuable assessment of woody species composition, structure, diversity, and regeneration in the Gole Community Managed Forest. It is methodologically sound, employing systematic sampling and robust analytical tools to generate meaningful ecological insights. However, the language requires refinement to address minor grammatical errors and improve clarity. The abstract and discussion could better highlight the study's broader implications for biodiversity conservation and forest management. Some redundancy in the results and discussion sections should be streamlined. While references are adequate, adding more recent studies on community forest management and climate impacts would enhance its relevance. Overall, it is a commendable contribution.
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)

The manuscript does not present significant ethical concerns, as it adheres to standard ethical practices for ecological research. The authors demonstrate a commitment to environmental stewardship and respect for local communities. However, the manuscript could be improved by providing more details on community engagement, such as consultations, informed consent, or benefit-sharing mechanisms. Additionally, it would be helpful to clarify whether permissions were obtained for fieldwork, including access to the study site or collection of plant specimens, to ensure transparency in the research process.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no competing interest issues in this manuscript as it appears to be free from any potential conflicts. However, it is important for the authors to disclose any financial, personal, or professional affiliations that could influence the research outcomes. Transparency in this area is vital for maintaining the integrity and credibility of the study.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There are no plagiarism concerns identified in this manuscript, as the content appears original and well-cited. However, if there were any doubts, tools like Turnitin or Grammarly could be used to check for similarities with existing work. Manual checks through databases like Google Scholar or journal websites can also provide additional assurance.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	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”

Maybe. Because I have seen similar work and can be done using libraries.
As a reviewer, I declare that I have no competing interests regarding this manuscript. However, I recognize that similar work has been conducted previously, and there are established libraries that could facilitate related research. This familiarity may provide insights into the manuscript’s approach, but it does not influence my impartiality. I will assess the work based solely on its scientific merit and contribution to the field.



	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

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)
	9


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback
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