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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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 because it delivers the first quantitative ecological assessment of Al‑Shaafin Biosphere Reserve, filling a critical gap in Libyan biodiversity research. The rigorous use of quadrats and transects, coupled with Importance Value analysis, provides robust ecological data. High diversity (Simpson’s Index 0.9444) and dominance of Stipa tenacissima highlight conservation priorities. However, methodological justification, broader literature integration, and clearer data presentation are needed to meet international journal standards. Strengthening discussion on management implications and comparative Mediterranean contexts would elevate its global relevance while ensuring clarity, rigor, and alignment with international ecological research expectations.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
(clear and relevant, but minor refinements would improve precision and international readability)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (The background could better integrate global comparative studies and emphasize how Mediterranean vegetation dynamics relate to broader ecological processes. Some sections are descriptive rather than analytical, reducing clarity)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
 (objectives are present and clear, but lack hypothesis formulation and stronger analytical framing)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
 (relevant but needs more recent, peer‑reviewed international literature to meet global standards)
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
 (Methodology is appropriate but lacks justification for quadrat number (332) and sampling intensity relative to total biosphere area. Without clear rationale, representativeness remains uncertain.)
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(Ethical considerations are not addressed; no mention of approvals, permits, or compliance with environmental guidelines)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
 (Results include detailed data but lack a clear ecological framework; parameters are insufficiently contextualized, and diversity analysis is misplaced. Presentation needs restructuring for clarity.)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
(Tables and figures provide valuable data but suffer from formatting inconsistencies and limited explanatory context; clarity and necessity could be improved.)
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(No separate discussion section; references, logic, and contrasts are inadequately addressed in results. Critical analysis is weak, reducing interpretive depth)
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
 (Conclusions are stated but exceed the evidence; broader claims lack direct data support, weakening credibility.)
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
 (Limitations are not clearly discussed; key issues like sampling rationale, seasonal variation, and ecological variables are overlooked)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
 (References show partial adherence to APA 7 but inconsistencies remain—some entries use title case instead of sentence case, and several lack complete details (publisher, DOI, retrieval info). Formatting needs correction for full compliance)
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
 (Language is understandable but lacks IMRAD structure; flow is inconsistent and overly descriptive, limiting clarity and scholarly rigor)
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
With some modification required
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
Strengthen methodology rationale, restructure results and discussion with clear ecological framework, update and align references with APA 7, explicitly address ethics and limitations, and adopt IMRAD format for clarity and scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
Need  to add more references, consistent, and follow APA7 format strictly
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
Not stated in the manuscript
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