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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript contributes significantly to the understanding of seed bank dynamics and above-ground species composition in secondary tropical forests, which is crucial for biodiversity conservation and sustainable forest management. It provides empirical data on soil seed banks in two secondary forests in Anambra State, Nigeria, shedding light on species richness, seed viability, and regeneration potential. The findings highlight the resilience of certain species and the role of soil seed banks in ecosystem recovery, making this study relevant for conservationists, ecologists, and forest management authorities. The research supports conservation planning by emphasizing the importance of maintaining soil health and biodiversity for long-term sustainability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the study's focus but could be slightly refined for clarity and impact. A suggested alternative is: "Seed Bank Dynamics and Above-Ground Species Composition in Secondary Tropical Forests of Anambra State, Nigeria: Implications for Biodiversity Conservation" This alternative title highlights the core aspects of the study while making the purpose clearer.


	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, but some points could be refined for clarity:

· "Results indicates" should be corrected to "Results indicate."

· The Sørensen Similarity Index (SSI) values should be briefly explained in terms of what they imply for species conservation.

· Consider specifying the main conservation implications in the last sentence to strengthen the conclusion.

Suggested addition:
"These findings provide a foundation for conservation strategies, emphasizing the role of soil seed banks in ecosystem resilience and the necessity for targeted restoration efforts in secondary tropical forests."

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows established ecological research methodologies. The study design, including soil sampling, species identification, and statistical analyses, is appropriate for assessing soil seed banks and species composition. The use of the Sørensen Similarity Index and the Shannon-Weiner Diversity Index enhances the scientific rigor of the study. However, the methodology could benefit from a brief mention of any limitations, such as potential biases in seedling emergence techniques.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include relevant and recent studies, but a few additional references on soil seed bank methodology and seed longevity could strengthen the discussion. Consider incorporating more recent studies on tropical secondary forests and their ecological significance.


	

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


	The language is generally clear and appropriate for scholarly communication. However, minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasing in some sections should be addressed. Examples:

· "Results indicates" → "Results indicate."

· "A modte to high level of species similarity" → "A moderate to high level of species similarity."

· "Each soil sample was replicated twice giving a total of 30 soil samples" → "Each soil sample was replicated twice, resulting in a total of 30 samples."

A careful proofreading by a native English speaker or professional editor would enhance readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Introduction: The introduction effectively contextualizes the study within global and regional biodiversity challenges. However, the transition from general rainforest characteristics to secondary forest conservation could be smoother.

· Methodology: The methodology is detailed and scientifically robust, but specifying how species were identified (e.g., use of dichotomous keys, herbarium comparisons) would improve reproducibility.

· Results and Discussion: The discussion is well-structured but could benefit from a clearer connection between findings and their implications for conservation policy.

· Tables and Figures: Ensure that all tables have clear legends and units where applicable.

· Instead of solely using the seedling emergence method, the study could incorporate additional seed viability tests (e.g., tetrazolium staining) to cross-check seed dormancy and viability.

· The inclusion of long-term monitoring data could provide more insights into changes in seed bank composition over time.

· Table titles are generally informative but should clearly indicate the study site, sampling depth, or specific parameters measured.

· Example: "Table 3: Species Abundance of Seed Banks at Unizik Secondary Forest (0-5 cm Soil Depth)" instead of just "Table 3: Species Abundance."

· Minor revisions are required for clarity, grammar, and structure.

· The study is valuable for conservation science and would benefit from slight refinements in methodology description and discussion.

· Ensuring clear documentation of permissions for plant collection (if applicable) and explicitly stating competing interests will improve transparency.
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