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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 document provides information about the ecology and morphometry of the species H. occipitalis in the savannah area of Ivory Coast where there is little documentation of the species at present. This research will benefit the science of amphibian ecology, wetlands management and sustainable harvesting of edible frogs. The study of the differences in morphometric features among different habitats and sex provides insight regarding the effect of the environment on the species. This project could be used for future conservation and fishery management activities.
	



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 (Good)



	The title is informative and reflects the content of the study.
 Minor grammatical corrections are recommended.



	

	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 (Satisfactory)



	The abstract contains the main findings
 but requires language editing and 
better organization for clarity and needs to be concise.



	

	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 (Good)



	Keywords are relevant to the study topic.



	

	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
		4 (Good)



	The introduction provides adequate context 
and justification for the study.



	

	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
		4 (Good)



	The objectives are clear and aligned with the study design.



	

	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 (Satisfactory)



	Relevant references are included, although more recent
 international studies could strengthen the review.



	

	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 (Good)



	The methodology is appropriate for morphometric
studies.



	

	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
		3 (Satisfactory)



	Ethical approval or handling procedures for amphibians 
was not clearly stated and should be added.



	

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



	Results are informative but require language
 editing and clear statistical presentation.



	

	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 (Satisfactory)



	Tables are useful but formatting and consistency 
should 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
		4 (Good)



	The discussion compares findings with previous studies.



	

	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
		4 (Good)



	The conclusions are generally supported by the presented results.



	

	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 (Needs Improvement)



	The manuscript lacks a clear discussion of study limitations.



	

	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
		4 (Good)



	References are mostly relevant and sufficient for the study scope.



	

	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
		2 (Needs Improvement)



	Language revision is necessary throughout 
the manuscript.
Improvements in English language, formatting, statistical presentation and clarity are necessary before publication.



	



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, Minor correction suggested:
“Habitats and Morphometric Characteristics of the Economically Important Frog Hoplobatrachus occipitalis in the Savanna Region of Côte d'Ivoire: A Step Toward Its Wild Rearing”
	

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

	Although the abstract contains the major elements of the research project, it can be improved by improving grammatical errors, sentence formation and conciseness. The data is repetitive, and statistical data should be summarized more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, with revisions required.
The study design and analyses are generally appropriate. However, the manuscript requires language editing and clarification of some statistical interpretations 
	

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

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

	Yes
	

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

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

	NO MAJOR ETHICAL ISSUES IDENTIFIED
However, the authors should clearly indicate whether ethical approval or animal handling authorization was obtained for frog sampling and measurements.

	



Reviewer details:

Ramanpreet Kaur, Khalsa College for Women, India
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