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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 provides valuable scientific insight into the diversity and biogeographical distribution of edible frog species within the Mount Nimba Strict Nature Reserve, a globally significant biodiversity hotspot in West Africa. The study contributes important baseline data on amphibian diversity, habitat preferences, and conservation status, which are essential for improving ecological monitoring and informing sustainable management strategies for exploited wildlife resources. Furthermore, the findings enhance current knowledge on tropical amphibian ecology and provide relevant information for biodiversity conservation in regions facing increasing anthropogenic pressure. This work is therefore of considerable interest to researchers in conservation biology, herpetology, tropical ecology, and wildlife resource management.
	



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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

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

	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


	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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.

	[bookmark: _Hlk230100671]Diversity and biogeographical status of edible frogs in the Mount Nimba Strict Nature Reserve (Western, Côte d’Ivoire) 

	

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

	The abstract could be improved by slightly reducing repetitive details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The study is methodologically sound and its scientific interpretations are generally valid. The sampling design, diversity analyses, and biogeographical interpretations are consistent with established ecological and herpetological methods.
Minor suggestions for improvement :
The country label “IVORY COAST” should be revised to “CÔTE D’IVOIRE”, which is the official internationally recognized designation and is preferred in scientific and cartographic publications. Using the official name would improve the map’s accuracy, professionalism, and consistency with international standards.
Add a formal ethical statement (permits, institutional approval, and compliance with animal handling guidelines). 
Provide more detail on sampling effort per transect (e.g., number of survey nights/visits per site) to strengthen reproducibility. 
	

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

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

	The references are sufficient and include a good proportion of recent studies (including 2019–2023 literature), alongside foundational ecological works that are appropriate for this type of biodiversity and biogeography research.
	

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

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

	NO
There are no major ethical issues evident in the manuscript.
The study follows acceptable ecological research practices (non-lethal sampling, release of specimens, and standard field survey methods). However, as noted earlier, it would be strengthened by explicitly stating ethical approvals and permits.
	



Reviewer details:
BADANARO Fègbawè, University of Lomé, Togo


Page 4 of 4
V240326


