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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 a valuable long-term empirical evaluation (1992–2022) of vegetation cover dynamics in the Fathala Classified Forest, a key terrestrial ecosystem within the Saloum Delta Biosphere Reserve in Senegal. This study elucidates both spatial trajectories of land cover transition and local anthropogenic drivers of forest regression by combining multitemporal satellite remote sensing with socioeconomic household surveys. The documentation of severe degradation specifically the near-complete collapse of gallery forests and the shift toward more open woody/shrub savannah formations is critical for local conservation managers, policymakers, and researchers focusing on West African protected areas. This study underscores the necessity of continuous remote sensing monitoring coupled with community-inclusive conservation strategies in protected dryland and sub-humid forest regimes. 

	




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
	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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, however correct typographical errors (over the30 years to over the 30-year, underlines causes to underlying causes). Remove the mention of "mining activities" from the abstract, as mining is neither evaluated nor reported in the survey results or discussion. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
Suggestions: Address major inconsistencies:
1. Reconcile the initial baseline year. Clarify whether the baseline image was acquired on December 21, 1990 or in 1992. 
2. Correct the Landsat band designation in Section 2.1.2.1: Landsat 5 TM does not have a band 408 (likely meant 4-3-2 or standard false color). 
3. Report numerical values of classification accuracy (Overall Accuracy and Kappa statistics) for each classified year. 
4. Fix contradictory statements in Section 3.1 regarding whether woody savannah was absent or covered 40.16% in 1992. 
5. Harmonize the mathematical notation in Section 2.1.2.2 between the formula variables and definition terms. 

	

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

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

	YES, however thoroughly reformat the reference section. Remove duplicated French-to-English translation appendices embedded within individual citations such as Arbonnier & Beytir, Barry et al., FAO, Galat-Luong et al. Standardize author names and check pre-dated publication entries
	

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

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

	NO
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Several methodological discrepancies require immediate correction: 
1.	Section 2.1.1.1 cites Landsat imagery from December 21, 1990, yet everywhere else it is reported as 1992.
2.	Bands "408" for 1990 Landsat 5 TM are physically impossible (Landsat 5 TM has only bands 1–7).
3.	The actual classification accuracy metrics (Overall Accuracy and Kappa values) for all four dates are completely omitted from the text, despite mentioning Kappa formula calculation.
4.	In the conversion rate formula, symbols do not match the explanations
The text claims "Woody savannah was absent in 1992" and then states "The woody savannah experienced the most pronounced decline, decresing from 40.16% to 11.81%" between 1992 and 2000. Furthermore, units and values are inconsistent like bare soil dropping from 2.85 ha to 1.20 ha vs percentages reported elsewhere.

Text references to "Table 2" exist despite there being no Table 2 provided.

The reference list requires major editorial cleaning. Numerous entries repeat titles and authors in parentheses, merge text awkwardly, or cite future dates incorrectly
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