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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	The manuscript presents a systematic and comprehensive investigation of the N-soliton solutions for the 2+1)-dimensional generalized Bogoyavlensky–Konopelchenko equation using the Hirota bilinear method. By deriving explicit analytical solutions ranging from one- to four-soliton cases and exploring their degenerations into various localized wave structures, the paper contributes to the deeper understanding of nonlinear wave dynamics in higher-dimensional integrable systems. The inclusion of lump solitons, periodic solitons, kink solitons, and their interaction behaviors significantly enriches the existing literature. These results are of theoretical importance for researchers working in nonlinear physics, applied mathematics, and soliton theory.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, accurate, and reflects the main content and scope of the manuscript. It appropriately highlights both the mathematical model and the focus on N-soliton solutions.
	

	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 generally well written and summarizes the objectives, methods, and main results of the study. However, it would benefit from a brief explicit mention of the key types of soliton interactions obtained (such as lump–line, periodic–kink, and multi-lump interactions) to better emphasize the novelty and richness of the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be mathematically sound. The Hirota bilinear method is applied correctly, and the derivation of one-, two-, three-, and four-soliton solutions follows standard and accepted procedures. The parameter constraints leading to various degenerate soliton structures are logically explained, and the graphical results are consistent with the analytical expressions. The conclusions are well supported by the presented results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list is extensive, relevant, and includes recent works up to 2025. The manuscript appropriately cites classical foundational papers as well as modern contributions related to soliton theory, Hirota methods, and generalized Bogoyavlensky–Konopelchenko equations. No essential references appear to be missing.
	

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


	The overall language quality is acceptable for publication. However, minor grammatical issues and stylistic inconsistencies are present throughout the manuscript. A careful proofreading or professional language editing is recommended to further improve clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The figures are informative and clearly illustrate the dynamical behaviors of the soliton solutions.

Tables summarizing the correspondence between parameters and wave patterns are particularly useful and enhance the presentation.

The authors may consider adding a short discussion comparing their results more explicitly with closely related recent works to further emphasize novelty.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were identified.
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