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	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.


	The importance of this manuscript lies in its data-driven documentation of watershed transformation in rapidly urbanizing tropical regions. By quantifying the drastic shift from tree-dominated to herbaceous ecosystems and recording an alarmingly low Shannon-Wiener index ($H' = 1.13$), the study provides a measurable "warning signal" for ecological collapse. This research provides a critical quantitative assessment of the ecological collapse within the southeastern Nigerian watershed systems, a region undergoing rapid and often unregulated urban expansion.
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	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.


	abstract is technically sound. However, the author may consider following.
1) Changed "assessed" to "quantified" and "identified" to "revealed."
2 Replaced "notable shift" with "successional shift" and "intense pressure" with "accelerated anthropogenic encroachment." Use of ecological words often used in scientific documents

3) Physicochemical Linkage: Specifically mentioned "vertical enrichment" to describe the N and P movement, which is the technical term for nutrients moving down the soil profile due to leaching.

4) the conclusion may be modified by emphasizing the "regime shift" (the change from trees to herbs), which is a major concern in watershed management.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Few recommendation
· In “Healthy watersheds provide many ecosystem services such as, the author has mentioned in bullet points. It should be in running text. In introduction part, a research gap should be highlighted.
· Owing to other available biodiversity indices in practice, why author has selected the Shannon Index?
· in physicochemical analysis, you might add a brief mention of Cation Exchange Capacity (CEC) if you have that data, as K levels are heavily influenced by the soil's ability to hold onto cations during leaching.
Rest of your manuscript is academically rigorous, well-cited, and logically structured
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	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
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