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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The manuscript is a descriptive study focusing on marine turtle nesting habitats around the Port Authority of Kribi, Cameroon. It aims to characterize these habitats, assess threats, and propose conservation strategies. The manuscript highlights the impact of human activities,natural factors on these habitats. By identifying specific threats such as poaching, coastal erosion, and urbanization, it contributes to the broader understanding of how to protect endangered marine species and their ecosystems, also it is relevant for policymakers working on marine biodiversity and habitat preservation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title of the article is suitable but an alternative title could be: ((Characterization and Conservation of Marine Turtle Nesting Habitats Near Kribi Port, Cameroon)). This title is shorter while still capturing the essence of the study, emphasizing both the characterization of habitats and the conservation aspect. 
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive but it could be improved to make it more detailed, because While the abstract mentions threats like poaching and coastal erosion, it could briefly specify other key threats identified in the study, such as urbanization, deforestation, etc.On the other hand, The abstract mentions proposing conservation measures but does not specify what these measures are. Additionally, the abstract does not specify which marine turtle species are being studied. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears follows a structured approach, with clear objectives, methods, results, and conclusions.  However, there are a few areas where additional clarity  could improve this. While the manuscript mentions statistical parameters , it does not provide details on the statistical methods used for data analysis. The manuscript describes threats qualitatively but could benefit from more quantitative data to support these claims. Finally,  the manuscript is scientifically sound, but it could benefit from additional details on species identification, statistical methods, and quantitative threat analysis. 
	

	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 sufficient in terms of providing foundational support for the study, however, the references are not very recent, with most dating back to the 20th century. So, adding more recent studies would strengthen the manuscript.

Mazaris, A. D., et al. (2017).Global sea turtle conservation successes.Science Advances, 3(9), e1600730.  

Metcalfe, K., et al. (2015).Addressing uncertainty in marine resource management; combining community engagement and tracking technology to characterize human behavior.Conservation Letters, 8(2), 153-163.  
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas where improvements could enhance clarity.However, it contains grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistencies that detract from its overall quality.Some sentences are overly long or convoluted, making them difficult to follow. In conclusion, while the language is adequate for scholarly communication, refining grammar, word choice, and sentence structure would significantly improve the manuscript's clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript a thorough review by a professional editor or native English speaker would be beneficial.Additionally, the manuscript could provide more specific details on the species of marine turtles studied. Including a discussion on the limitations of the study, such as potential biases in survey responses or challenges in data collection, would also improve transparency.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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