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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 provides important experimental evidence on how fire frequency alters soil fertility, microclimatic conditions, and vegetation structure in tropical secondary forests. By integrating soil, hydrology, and biodiversity data, the study advances our understanding of the ecological mechanisms driving degradation under repeated anthropogenic fires. The findings are valuable not only for West African ecosystems but also for the wider scientific community concerned with forest resilience, biodiversity conservation, and climate adaptation. Moreover, the paper highlights practical implications for fire management and ecological restoration, offering insights that can inform both local policies and global debates on sustainable land use.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Ecological Impact of Fire on Weed Population of Three Secondary Forest in Nnamdi Azikiwe University Awka, Anambra State”, captures the general theme but does not fully reflect the breadth of the research. The study goes beyond weed population dynamics, also addressing soil nutrient depletion, microclimatic changes, and biodiversity shifts. To better represent the scope and strengthen its appeal to a wider scientific audience, a more suitable title could be:
“Ecological Effects of Fire Frequency on Soil, Microclimate, and Vegetation Dynamics in Secondary Forests at Nnamdi Azikiwe University, Awka”
This alternative emphasizes the integrative approach of the study and highlights both abiotic and biotic dimensions of fire impact.
	

	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, summarizing the objectives, methodology, key results, and implications of the study. It provides sufficient numerical detail to illustrate the magnitude of changes in soil properties, microclimate, and vegetation under different fire regimes. However, a few improvements could increase its clarity and accessibility:
· The title phrase “weed population” could be reconsidered in the abstract, as the study addresses broader vegetation dynamics beyond weeds alone.
· The methodology section in the abstract is slightly too detailed (e.g., plot size, statistical tests). These technical details could be shortened, while keeping the focus on main findings.
· The conclusion should emphasize more strongly of the results, especially the observation of soil acidification under frequent burning, which is not widely reported in tropical forest studies.
· A clearer link to broader implications (biodiversity conservation, sustainable land use, restoration strategies) would increase the abstract’s appeal to an international readership.

Overall, the abstract is strong but could benefit from minor editing to improve focus and highlight the study’s contribution to global ecological research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The main conclusions (frequent fire → nutrient depletion, harsher microclimate, lower richness/diversity) are biologically plausible and broadly supported by the reported trends. However, several methodological inconsistencies and design limitations need clarification or correction before the results can be considered fully robust.
 Clear comparative design across three fire-history sites; multiple response variables (soil, microclimate, vegetation).

Use of standard soil methods and diversity metrics; effects are directionally consistent across variables.
Issues that must be addressed:

· The text alternates between compositing soil by forest type and by plot. Compositing by type would eliminate plot-level replication and invalidate ANOVA. Please clarify and keep the plot as the unit of analysis throughout.
· Three sites with different fire histories are observational treatments and may be confounded with proximity to people, soils, or canopy structure. State this explicitly as a limitation and, where possible, add covariates (distance to edge, canopy cover, litter depth).
· Microclimate (temperatures for one week at noon) and rainfall/retention (≈1 month) are too short to generalize beyond early rainy season conditions. Frame the inference accordingly and avoid over-generalization to annual patterns.
· The formula given for “Retention (%) = (Rainfall − Throughfall) × 100” is incomplete; it should be normalized by rainfall (i.e., divide by Rainfall). Also distinguish clearly between mm retained and % retained and report both consistently. Consider whether stemflow was measured or justify its exclusion.
· “Weed population” is too narrow; the work actually treats whole-community shifts. Ensure species identifications are correct and consistent with their ecological status (some listed dominants are planted/exotic or not classic “weeds”). Provide a species-by-plot abundance table (supplement) so Shannon H′ can be reproduced.
· With n=3 per type, ANOVA assumptions and power are fragile. Report Shapiro–Wilk and Levene’s p-values, exact F, df, and p for each variable. Justify LSD given small n (or use Tukey HSD). Where you report an LSD value, keep the format consistent across tables.
The ecological signal is credible, but the manuscript needs major revisions to resolve design/measurement inconsistencies, correct formulas/units, and strengthen statistical transparency. Once addressed, the study will make a useful contribution on fire-driven degradation in West African secondary forests.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall, the bibliography mixes foundational works (soil/diversity methods; classic fire ecology) with a few recent reviews, but it leans heavily on older sources (1980s–2000s). For a 2024–2025 submission, the paper would benefit from more post-2018, region-specific studies (West Africa/Nigeria) on: (i) fire effects on soil C–N–P and pH; (ii) throughfall/retention and post-fire hydrology; (iii) grass–fire feedbacks involving Imperata cylindrica and Chromolaena odorata; (iv) biodiversity responses in secondary forests. Also, where the manuscript makes context-specific claims (e.g., long-term acidification under frequent burns), it should cite direct measurements of base cations/base saturation from comparable tropical systems.
Add- 8–12 recent (2018–2025) empirical papers from Nigeria/Ghana/Benin/Cameroon that measure post-fire soil nutrients, base cations, water repellency/throughfall, and plant community recovery in secondary forests.
Adequate but not yet optimal. With the targeted additions above—especially recent West African empirical studies—the reference list will be timely and proportionate to the manuscript’s claims.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally clear and understandable English, and the key findings are conveyed without major ambiguity. Grammar, syntax, and technical terminology are mostly appropriate for a scientific audience. However, the text would benefit from moderate language editing to improve fluency, consistency, and readability:

· Some sentences are overly long and could be shortened for clarity.
· Minor typographical issues and formatting inconsistencies in tables/figures should be corrected (e.g., repeated labels, incomplete retention formula).
Overall, the English is suitable for academic communication, but a careful round of professional proofreading or journal-style editing would improve precision and polish.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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