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	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 addressed quite relevant and timely research problem. It provided a clear scientific and practical significance. The study contributed true to its title a comparison study of NAU Awka campus Watershed by dividing the watershed in head and tail segment. Use of significant ecological indices such as Shannon diversity, Simpson dominance, Evenness and Basic soil fertility nutrients a good quality comparison has been drawn. The study suggesting the degradation of the watershed due to anthropogenic pressure, vegetation clearing, nutrient leaching indicating reduction of soil quality and biodiversity loss. The focus of comparison has been based on microclimatic differences alongside upstream and downstream effects which is fairly less used approach, thus making the research more interesting. The Paper is written by crisply focusing on scientific analyses through innovative approach. This paper can be genuinely accepted for publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. Although addition of specific method would make the title more focused. For example: “Ecological Characterization and Degradation Assessment of Two Watersheds in Southeastern Nigeria Using Environmental Indices”
	

	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 quite comprehensive. The main techniques, study area and application domain are properly highlighted. Some minor refinement may be done such as mentioning the research gap. Generalised conclusion can also be compacted and more implication such as socio-economic effect may be added.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and the methodology adopted is appropriate for stated objective. The Introduction section can be curtailed to a diagram or 4-5-line paragraph, as the importance of watershed and global associated problems with watershed are common knowledge. Instead, the Introduction may be written as following (With a paragraph each):

· Generalised definition 

· Specific problem of the watershed considered in the study area,
·  The literature of application of the methodology and indices used to focus on ‘why these techniques were particularly selected how they help in attaining the objective of study

· Followed by research gap and clear objectives. 
The “2.2 Vegetation Sampling and Analysis” section requires more detailed approach to indices and methodology description. The formulas should be numbered and written as proper mathematical function of MS Word. The origin and usual application should be mentioned for more clarity and reproducibility by other researchers working in related field.

The manuscript is well written but inclusion of the above changes may improve its focus and clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The discussion section should have more latest references. Most of the references throughout the paper are quite old. More recent references should be included (2020-2026) instead of research papers from previous decade. It provides a better understanding for authors and authentication of the work as the authors are updated with latest trends.
	

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


	Yes, the Language is Suitable for scholarly communication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were found to the best of my knowledge.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No there are no competing interest.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism were suspected.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer: I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.


	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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