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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.


	While this study succeeds in establishing a useful baseline for understory composition within these secondary forest patches, the manuscript still feels somewhat 'unrefined.' The relevance of the topic—particularly regarding seasonal shifts—is undeniable, yet the lack of clarity in the methodology section undermines its scientific rigor. For this paper to be viable for publication, it is essential that the authors better justify the consistency of their procedures.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES. The title accurately reflects the study's scope, though it feels a bit wordy. Tightening the phrasing would make it much punchier and easier to cite
	

	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.


	NO. The manuscript would benefit from a more precise distinction between endemic and introduced or naturalized species. At several points, these terms seem to be used interchangeably, which could deceive the reader regarding the actual conservation value of the observed patches
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the core of the study holds some scientific merit, I found a confusing conceptual contradiction regarding Petiveria alliacea; the authors label it as endemic in some parts while suggesting it is introduced or naturalized in others—a distinction that must be clarified. Furthermore, the methodology lacks the detail necessary for replication, specifically because the sampling effort (the total count of plots and quadrats) remains not clear. Given these structural and conceptual gaps, I must recommend a major revision to bring the manuscript up to the required scientific standard
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography would be much stronger if it included more recent literature (from the last decade) on understory dynamics and the impact of naturalized species. Specifically, the authors might look into He et al. (2023) or Fuentes-Lillo et al. (2023) regarding the expansion of invasive plants in tropical mountains and secondary forests. Additionally, recent work by Rawat et al. (2024) or De Frenne (2023) on how understory communities respond to microclimate shifts and forest fragmentation would provide a more contemporary context for their findings. To truly capture the complexity of the community data, I strongly suggest moving beyond descriptive statistics and incorporating more robust multivariate approaches. A distance-based Redundancy Analysis (dbRDA) or a PERMANOVA (e.g., following Anderson, 2017 or more recent applications in R via the vegan package) would allow for a deeper exploration of how species composition varies across seasonal gradients. Using ordination plots (like NMDS) would also help visualize the distinctness of the patches in a way that simple dominance indices cannot.
	

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


	While the manuscript is broadly accessible, the prose often lacks the precision expected for a formal scholarly contribution. Certain sections feel a bit colloquial, and there are several instances where technical terminology is used loosely, which could lead to misunderstandings. I strongly suggest a thorough language polish to improve both the stylistic flow and the accuracy of scientific terms before the paper proceeds further.
	

	Optional/General comments


	"The study addresses a pertinent topic, offering valuable baseline data on the understory composition within secondary forest patches. There is clear merit in documenting these communities; however, the manuscript in its current form requires substantial refinement. The transition from a descriptive report to a rigorous scientific paper will necessitate addressing several critical gaps in methodology, taxonomy, and statistical depth."

Specific Points for Revision:
· Taxonomic Clarity and Documentation: "There is a conceptual inconsistency regarding the status of Petiveria alliacea that needs to be resolved. The authors must clarify whether they are treating it as endemic, introduced, or naturalized, as this significantly alters the ecological interpretation of the data. Furthermore, I have some reservations regarding the identification of Platycodon grandiflorus; I strongly recommend the authors confirm this ID and provide the corresponding voucher or herbarium information to ensure the study's botanical validity."

· Methodological Rigor: "The methodology section currently lacks the detail required for full reproducibility. It is essential that the authors explicitly report the total sampling effort, including the exact number of transects and plots, as well as the total area sampled per site, season, and year. This transparency is fundamental to validating the observed patterns."

· Data Analysis and Conclusions: "While the results provide a good descriptive overview, they lack the statistical weight necessary to support robust comparisons. I suggest moving beyond basic descriptions and applying inferential tests to back the claims made. Specifically, the conclusion regarding the 'lack of threat to heterogeneity' feels premature; this claim must be directly supported by diversity indices or multivariate analyses rather than qualitative observation alone."

Recommendation: "Given these concerns, I recommend a Major Revision. The paper has potential, but the scientific consistency and technical reporting must be brought up to the journal's standards."
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified
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