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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 study used untreated invaded plots as controls in a randomized complete block design to examine the effects of mechanical uprooting and cutting followed by Impala herbicide application on soil physicochemical properties. Before and after treatment, pH, soil organic carbon (SOC) stocks, total nitrogen (TN), available phosphorus (P), exchangeable sodium percentage (ESP), exchangeable calcium (Ca), exchangeable magnesium (Mg), and electrical conductivity were measured in 0–15 cm soil samples. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted in Minitab (version 21) to detect significant differences among treatments (α=0.05). By uprooting, pH increased by 7.3% (4.1 to 4.4) and SOC stocks increased from 68.88 to 74.95 Mg C ha⁻¹, while cutting/Impala increased SOC by 43.8% (64.82 to 93.18 Mg C ha-1. TN dropped from 2.52% to 0.61% after uprooting and cutting/Impala. During cutting/Impala, available P increased from 4.3 to 45.3 mg kg⁻¹, while EC decreased by 59.4% (1.92 to 0.78 mmho cm⁻¹) after uprooting Treatment effects were significant for TN (P = 0.014), exchangeable Ca (0.045), Mg (0.028), and EC (0.001). ESP dropped 60.5% (from 3.8% to 1.5%) after mechanical uprooting. Thus, black-wattle control should include soil monitoring and vegetation restoration because both methods changed soil properties.
Neither control method is currently best for soil health and nutrient availability. Cutting/Impala may be better for carbon retention and reduced physical disturbance, but mechanical uprooting may be better for complete root system removal and resprouting prevention. Future black-wattle management should include erosion protection, plant-available nitrogen and phosphorus monitoring, exchangeable magnesium, soil moisture, and indigenous vegetation recovery. Longer-term assessment is needed to determine if soil responses persist and if either treatment supports native montane grassland ecosystem recovery in Nyika National Park.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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


	4
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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
.
	Yes

the discussion part needs some improvement with addition of recent references 

(Please mention the department of reviewer while providing the reviewer certi6

	

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

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

	Recent references should be added 
	

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

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

	No
	




Reviewer details:

Jatiprasad Barala, Siksha 'O' Anusandhan Deemed to be University, Bhubaneswar, India

Page 3 of 4
V240326


