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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 paper offers solid real-world data on how understory plants in regrowing tropical forests change over space and time, zooming in on Petiveria alliacea, a plant that's commonly used in West Africa but hasn't gotten much ecological attention. It pulls together info on plant types, their relative significance, and how similar communities are across different seasons and years, which helps us get a better grip on how these forests regenerate, which species take over, and how biodiversity bounces back in areas that have been messed with. This research is super useful for fields like tropical ecology, conservation, and managing land use, since it gives a starting point for tracking understory changes as human activities ramp up. On top of that, the results could really help with practical steps to protect and handle these secondary forests sustainably, especially in tropical spots that are urbanizing fast.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title.)
	The title is suitable and reflects the scope, study organism, and methodological focus of the manuscript. 
	

	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 pretty solid overall, doing a good job of laying out the study's background, goals, methods, and main results while neatly summing up the seasonal and spatial shifts in species richness, dominance, and similarity measures. That said, it could use a sharper focus on the key ecological takeaway—namely, that Petiveria alliacea isn't posing any real short-term risk to the landscape's diversity. Cutting back a bit on the repetitive methodological bits, like those seasonal abbreviations, and swapping them for a concise overview of the analysis techniques would tighten things up. Plus, slipping in a clear reference to the conservation angles in the final sentence would really highlight the bigger-picture impact. No need for major overhauls, just some fine-tuning to boost conciseness and emphasis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the manuscript holds up well scientifically, with a solid study design, effective sampling approach, and suitable analytical tools like the Relative Importance Value and Jaccard Similarity Index that align nicely with the research goals. The way the data is interpreted mostly matches what's shown in the results, and the conclusions are kept measured without any exaggeration. However, certain parts, especially the discussion on whether Petiveria alliacea is truly invasive or just not a big threat, could use a sharper separation between its local abundance and actual ecological invasiveness, backed up by more extensive comparisons from other studies. Adding a few small details on methods, such as why the quadrat size and sampling effort were chosen, would make the whole thing even more robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are generally solid and effectively address key literature on understory ecology, secondary forests, and Petiveria alliacea, with the addition of up-to-date studies from as recent as 2024-2025 standing out as a real plus. That said, the manuscript would benefit from incorporating some newer global or regional research on understory dynamics and invasive species to give it a wider context, as well as drawing in comparative work from other tropical areas to boost the applicability of the results. All in all, the reference list works well but could use a bit more expansion to round it out.
	

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


	Overall, the writing is clear enough and fits well for academic purposes, but it's held back by regular grammar slips, clunky wording, unnecessary repeats, and a few inconsistencies that make it tougher to follow. A few sentences drag on too long and could use some tweaking to make them sharper and more straightforward. I'd highly suggest getting a pro English editor on board to polish the flow, sharpen the accuracy, and elevate the whole thing, especially in the intro and discussion parts.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript is thoughtfully organized and packed with solid data, tackling a key ecological issue in an area that's sorely lacking in long-term understory information. By sharpening the arguments, polishing the wording, and honing in on the interpretations, particularly around dominance and invasion, it could really boost its overall influence. With some reasonable tweaks, this work stands a great chance of making a real difference in the field of tropical forest ecology and conservation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO
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