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	PART  1: Comments


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

	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 is important for the scientific community because it provides an updated and well-documented floristic inventory of a university botanical garden that plays a key role in teaching, research, and conservation of medicinal plants. By showing a clear decline in species richness over time, the study offers valuable evidence on how neglect, water stress, and infrastructure degradation can affect managed plant collections. The work contributes baseline data that are useful for botanists, ecologists, and conservation planners working in West Africa, where such site-specific inventories are still limited. It also highlights the practical need for rehabilitation and long-term management of academic botanical gardens to sustain their scientific and educational value.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title — “Flora inventory of the experimental garden for useful plants (J.E.P.U) at the Faculty of Medicine, Pharmacy and Odontology of Cheikh Anta Diop University (UCAD) in Senegal” — is generally suitable because it clearly states the subject (floristic inventory), the study site (JEPU), the institutional context (UCAD), and the country. This clarity is useful for readers and indexers.
However, the title is quite long and reads more like a descriptive sentence than a scientific title. It also does not reflect one of the manuscript’s key findings, namely the observed decline in plant diversity and the implications for conservation and management.
Suggested alternative titles (optional refinements)
If the authors wish to improve clarity and scientific appeal, one of the following alternatives could be considered:
Floristic Inventory of the Experimental Garden for Useful Plants (JEPU) at Cheikh Anta Diop University, Senegal

	

	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 broadly follows an internationally accepted structure by including background, aim, results, and conclusion. This format is commonly used in international journals, especially in plant science and ecology, and therefore the abstract is generally aligned with international practice.
However, in its current form, the abstract is not fully complete by international standards because the methodological tools are not clearly spelled out.
Critical observations
· International abstracts usually include a brief indication of the study design or methods (for example, field surveys, transects, floristic inventories, or identification using standard floras).
· In this abstract, the results appear without any indication of how the data were collected, which may raise questions for international readers about the robustness and reproducibility of the work.
· The abstract focuses more on outcomes than on process, which makes it informative but methodologically weak from a global publishing perspective.
Reviewer suggestion
· Add one concise sentence describing the main methodological approach (e.g., systematic field surveys using transects and standard taxonomic references).
· No major restructuring is required; a small methodological addition would be sufficient to bring the abstract fully in line with international standards.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript occasionally supports a single statement with an excessive number of references, up to eight, whereas three to five well-chosen, directly relevant sources are sufficient in international journals. The authors should streamline citations by keeping the most recent and authoritative references, removing repetitive or marginally relevant ones to improve clarity and scientific rigor.
There is also a mismatch between the title and content. The title refers to the “Experimental Garden for Useful Plants of the Faculty of Medicine, Pharmacy and Odontology,” yet the study focuses mainly on floristic inventory and ecological description, with little on medicinal, pharmacological, or odontological relevance. To improve coherence, the authors should either revise the title to reflect the floristic focus or provide additional discussion on the medicinal and educational importance of the documented species.
Furthermore, the discussion is weak, with limited literature support and synthesis. Strengthening this section with relevant studies and contextual interpretation would enhance the manuscript’s scientific value and suitability for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. APA Consistency:
The references are inconsistent with APA 7—issues include punctuation, italics, capitalization, author formatting, volume/issue details, DOIs, and thesis/URL formatting. The list needs standardization.
2. Source Quality:
Most sources are credible, peer-reviewed, and regionally relevant. Some duplicates (e.g., Diatta et al., 2025) and older references should be trimmed. Heavy use of theses is okay but should be balanced with journal articles.
3. Relevance:
References generally match the manuscript’s focus on floristics, botanical gardens, and conservation. Some citations are too general or excessive; key points can be supported with 3–5 sources. Topics like medicinal plants or education are underrepresented.
4. Recency:
There are several recent sources (2020–2025), but more up-to-date international studies could improve the manuscript. Older references should only be used if foundational.
5. In-Text vs. Reference List:
Some mismatches exist—duplicate entries, year inconsistencies, and inconsistent citation style. Theses need proper APA formatting.
6. Recommendations:
Clean up duplicates, standardize APA 7 style, correct year mismatches, limit excessive citations, and include recent international literature to improve clarity and credibility.
	

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

	Yes, the language and English quality of the manuscript are generally clear, professional, and suitable for scholarly communication. Sentences are well-structured, terminology is appropriate for an academic audience, and the writing conveys scientific concepts effectively. Overall, the manuscript meets the standards expected in peer-reviewed journals and is readable for an international scholarly audience.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript is valuable for the scientific community, providing an updated floristic inventory of a university botanical garden, highlighting species decline, and offering insights for conservation, management, and research of medicinal plants in West Africa’s under-documented academic gardens.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)

There is no ethical issues found 
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