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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback(Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive spatiotemporal analysis of bushfire activity in the Gadabedji Biosphere Reserve, a critical ecosystem in Niger’s Sahelian savanna. By integrating three decades of satellite data with ecological monitoring, the study advances understanding of fire severity, distribution, and the ecological factors influencing fire propagation. Its findings contribute to global discussions on biodiversity conservation, climate resilience, and land-use planning, offering practical insights for fire management strategies in protected areas. As an expanded book chapter, it strengthens the scientific literature by bridging remote sensing methodologies with applied conservation practices, thereby serving as a valuable reference for researchers, policymakers, and conservation managers working in fire-prone ecosystems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title “Spatiotemporal Patterns of Bushfire Activity in the Gadabedji Biosphere Reserve” is clear and professional, but it could be more specific. While it effectively signals the study’s focus and location, it does not highlight the methods used or the timeframe, which are central to the research. It also misses the applied dimension of fire management and biodiversity conservation. A stronger alternative would be “Spatiotemporal Dynamics and Burn Severity of Bushfires in the Gadabedji Biosphere Reserve (1993–2023),” which better reflects the study’s scope, analytical approach, and relevance for ecological resilience and conservation planning.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is clear and informative, but it could be improved to meet international journal standards. It successfully explains the problem, study area, methods, and results, yet it focuses too much on technical details like percentages and hectares, which can be simplified. The abstract would be stronger if it emphasized its broader implications for biodiversity conservation, climate resilience, and land-use planning. Streamlining repetitive points and reducing numerical detail would make it more concise, while adding a sentence on practical applications would enhance its relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically solid and presents valuable insights into bushfire dynamics in the Gadabedji Biosphere Reserve. It uses reliable methods such as satellite remote sensing and GIS analysis over a long period (1993–2023), which makes the findings credible and relevant. The results are clearly shown with tables and maps, and the discussion explains well how factors like vegetation cover, slope, and altitude influence fire severity. This makes the ecological reasoning strong.

However, the abstract and discussion could be improved. The abstract is informative but too heavy on numbers and technical detail; it would be stronger if it highlighted the broader implications for biodiversity conservation and land-use planning. Similarly, the discussion section explains fire ecology well but could go further in linking bushfire severity directly to biodiversity impacts, such as species loss, habitat fragmentation, and resilience challenges. Adding these points would make the manuscript richer and more persuasive for high-impact journals.

Overall, the paper is scientifically correct, well-presented, and suitable for peer-reviewed publication. With minor refinements—streamlining the abstract, reducing redundancy, and expanding the biodiversity focus—the manuscript can make a stronger contribution to conservation science and policy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient to support the study, but they show a mixed balance between classic works and recent literature. Foundational sources such as Hough (1993), Koffi et al. (1995), and Keeley (2009) are important for contextual grounding, yet a significant portion of the reference list is more than a decade old. While recent studies are included—such as Gueguim et al. (2018), Lim et al. (2019), Boulghobra (2021), and Nouar et al. (2022)—the overall coverage could be strengthened by integrating more contemporary global research published within the last five years. This would demonstrate alignment with current scientific debates and enhance the manuscript’s relevance for high‑impact, indexed journals.
To improve, the authors should expand the reference base with recent works on bushfire ecology, biodiversity resilience, and remote sensing applications. Suggested additions include studies on fire regimes and biodiversity interactions (e.g., Bowman et al., 2020, Nature Reviews Earth & Environment), advances in satellite fire monitoring (Chuvieco et al., 2020, Remote Sensing of Environment), and global perspectives on fire management under climate change (Archibald et al., 2021, Annual Review of Environment and Resources). Incorporating such references will provide stronger justification, highlight novelty, and ensure the manuscript meets international standards.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
The language of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with a clear academic tone and structured presentation. However, some sections are overly technical or repetitive, and minor grammatical refinements would improve readability. Streamlining sentences and enhancing clarity will strengthen its suitability for high‑impact, peer‑reviewed publication.

	

	Optional/Generalcomments

	
This manuscript is a commendable contribution to fire ecology and conservation science. It combines rigorous remote sensing methods with long-term analysis, offering valuable insights into bushfire dynamics and biodiversity impacts. With minor refinements, it has strong potential to influence policy, guide management strategies, and enrich international scholarly discourse.


	















	PART  2:


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment(if agreed with the 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 detail)

The manuscript does not present major ethical concerns regarding its scientific content, but some points should be addressed for scholarly transparency. The use of AI tools in data processing, writing assistance, or figure preparation should be clearly acknowledged to meet current publishing standards. Proper credit must also be given to institutions, collaborators, and funding sources involved in the research. Strengthening the acknowledgement section and clarifying AI contributions will ensure compliance with ethical guidelines and enhance the manuscript’s credibility in peer‑reviewed journals.
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