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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript contributes to documenting and understanding the flora of Yanbu Province, a region that has received comparatively less attention in floristic surveys. By providing an inventory of 50 plant species across 21 families, the study enriches the botanical records of Saudi Arabia and offers a baseline for future ecological and conservation research. Such regional surveys are valuable because they help to highlight local adaptations to arid and saline environments, and they provide useful references for land-use planning and biodiversity protection. The work therefore has importance both from a scientific and an applied conservation perspective.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes it is. 
	

	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 covers the aim, methods, and key results, and it notes the importance of the study. However, it could benefit from a clearer emphasis on novelty and context. For example, it would be helpful to briefly state how this survey compares with previous floristic work in the region and why Yanbu is significant. Additionally, the sentence structure should be smoothed for readability, since some parts are repetitive or awkward (e.g., “the whole plant was collected for in case of herbs…” could be simplified).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically correct in its design and execution. The field methods are straightforward and appropriate for floristic surveys, and the identification relies on standard references. The results are clearly presented, though some figures and tables would benefit from more consistent formatting. The discussion correctly interprets the findings in the context of arid-region floras, though it could go further in linking patterns to ecological or biogeographical processes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include both classic and recent sources, but several are somewhat dated (e.g., from the 1980s–1990s). While these are important, the manuscript would benefit from citing more recent floristic or biodiversity surveys from the last 5–7 years to strengthen its contemporary relevance.
	

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


	The English is understandable but requires substantial editing for grammar, style, and flow. There are numerous issues with sentence structure, verb tense, and word choice (for instance, “for in case of herbs,” “there are many of studies had shed light”). A careful language revision is necessary before publication to meet scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript documents the flora of Yanbu Province and contributes valuable baseline data for Saudi Arabia’s botanical records and conservation efforts. The title is generally appropriate but could be made more concise, and the abstract should emphasize context more clearly. The study is scientifically sound, though the tables and figures need more consistent presentation, and additional recent references would strengthen the work. The English is understandable but requires substantial editing. Overall, this is a useful study, but revision is necessary before publication.
The manuscript provides useful regional floristic data and could make a valuable contribution after careful revision. The major issues are language quality, consistency of figures/tables, and the need for more recent references. Overall, it is suitable for consideration after revision.
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