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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

- Replace keywords that are already in the title; 
- Add information on the biodiversity of flora already known to the region of the 

continent. 
Add information on Nigeria's forest reserves, is this the only one in the country? 
why evaluate this and not another? 

- Describe the reserve if it is a governmental area, whether it is preservation or 
conservation, if it is a degraded area and in recovery, if there are anthropic 
activities, describe; describe areas and activities in the environment around; 

- The study lacks information on: 
- When samples were taken; 
- How many repetitions were performed; 
- In what period of the year the samples were obtained; 
- Who identified the samples; were the samples identified in the field? Are 
vouchers deposited in any collection? which? 
- What was the statistical treatment applied? In the summary cites ANOVA and 
ecological indicators, but there is no detail in the methods section; For ANOVA was 
there a pre-test? was any post-test applied to compare at par? 
- Ethical aspects need to be described, for example, government authorization to 
access the area and develop  the research ... you can not invade an area and do 
any scientific activity ... 

-  
- Add information on the author descriptor of each species according to the rules of 

botanical nomenclatures 
- Add a richness estimator (Ex. Chao 1) and a rarefaction test to compare the areas 
- Consult journal standards and review all citations; 
- The lack of information pointed out in the methods does not allow to adequately 

evaluate the veracity of the discussion. 
- Consult the journal's standards and adjust. In all cases! 

 
- Just one reference from the last five years. Review and update. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
See comments in the text. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
It is necessary to clarify the ethical aspects 
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As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
 
Kindly see the following link:  
 
http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20  
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