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	[bookmark: PART_1:_Comments]PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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.
	This study provides an applied example of translating species-distribution modeling into practical decision- support for aquaculture, an under-addressed area in West Africa. It demonstrates how hotspot analysis and predictive mapping can direct limited mitigation resources to high-risk zones for predation, improving farm safety and productivity. The integration of field validation strengthens the credibility of the model and supports operational uptake by local extension services. The work therefore contributes both to applied spatial ecology and to practical aquaculture planning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes — the title is generally suitable and informative.
Optional tightened title suggestion: Environmental determinants of Naja melanoleuca distribution and implications for sustainable aquaculture planning in southern Bénin
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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 comprehensive and covers objectives, methods, main results and conclusions. Suggestions:
(1) shorten statistical detail (e.g., remove precise Moran’s I value);
(2) emphasize the practical recommendation for aquaculture (how the map will be used);
(3) add a brief sentence on main study limitations (e.g., potential detection bias, temporal resolution of climate data).
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall the manuscript is scientifically sound: methods employed are appropriate and standard for spatial ecology and species-distribution mapping. Model validation with independent points (r = .77) supports predictive utility. Nevertheless, several methodological clarifications are required to ensure reproducibility: number and location of weather stations used for interpolation, criteria for preferring Kriging vs IDW per variable, variable pre-processing (scaling/transformations), justification for retaining non-significant predictors in the final model, and more details on how field abundance was measured (metrics, observer effort, seasonal coverage). Once these are clarified and minor statistical reporting issues addressed (degrees of freedom, residual diagnostics beyond Shapiro–Wilk), the manuscript will be robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally appropriate and include relevant recent literature. However:
· There are duplicated entries (Martínez et al. 2024 appears twice). Remove duplicates and standardize style;

· Add or ensure inclusion of recent methodological references and regional studies when available (examples cited in text such as Pintor et al. 2021, Martínez et al. 2024 are appropriate);

· Consider including a brief mention of FAO/WorldFish guidance specific to aquaculture risk mapping where	relevant	(already	cited	as	FAO	2018/2020). Overall, update reference formatting and completeness.
	



	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	No — the manuscript requires professional English copy-editing. There are multiple instances of inconsistent capitalization in section headings, long and occasionally unclear sentences, repeated phrasing, and minor grammar/syntax errors. A formal language edit is strongly recommended prior to acceptance.
	

	[bookmark: Optional/General_comments]Optional/General comments
	· Add an explicit short Methods flowchart (data collection → interpolation → PCA → model selection
→ validation → mapping) to aid reproducibility.
· Include a formal “Limitations” paragraph noting detection errors, temporal mismatch between climate averages and field observations, and absence of some biotic predictors (prey availability, land use).
· Clarify map projection and raster resolution used for spatial predictions
· Reorganize section 3.1, which is too long and mixes description and interpretation.
· All figures need more detailed captions (units, sources).
· Ensure map scales are legible.
· Include guidance on the map projection used.
· Table 1 has redundancy between the two models presented; clarify the purpose.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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