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	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 holds significant relevance for the scientific and engineering communities working in optical communications, particularly in the context of metropolitan and long-haul fiber networks. By providing a detailed comparative analysis of chromatic dispersion effects on widely used modulation formats, NRZ, RZ, and DPSK, it offers practical insights into signal integrity under real-world conditions, using an actual 402 km backbone deployed in Togo. The study not only validates simulation-based methodologies using OptiSystem but also highlights critical limitations of existing infrastructure when scaling to higher data rates like 100 Gbps, thereby guiding future network upgrades. Furthermore, it underscores the continued viability of NRZ for 10 Gbps systems in dispersion-prone environments, contributing valuable empirical evidence to ongoing debates on modulation format selection in cost- and performance-constrained settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title: "Comparative study of Chromatic Dispersion Effects on NRZ, RZ and DPSK modulated signals propagating in different optical links of a 400 km metropolitan backbone network", is descriptive but slightly wordy and contains minor inconsistencies (e.g., the manuscript uses 402 km, not 400 km). A more concise and precise alternative could be:

"Impact of Chromatic Dispersion on NRZ, RZ, and DPSK Modulation Formats in a 402 km Metropolitan Optical Backbone"
	

	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 clear and outlines the study’s objective, methodology, and main findings. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the key result, that NRZ outperforms RZ and DPSK at 10 Gbps but all formats fail at 100 Gbps, to better highlight the practical implication regarding bit-rate scalability. Additionally, specifying that the analysis includes both the full 402 km link and individual sections (as noted in the conclusion) would enhance completeness. Avoid stating “regardless of the bit rate” since results show a stark difference between 10 Gbps and 100 Gbps performance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in its core concepts, chromatic dispersion, modulation formats (NRZ, RZ, DPSK), and their impact on signal quality are correctly described. The use of Q-factor and BER as performance metrics is appropriate, and the simulation setup with OptiSystem aligns with standard practices. However, a key scientific concern is the claim that “NRZ outperforms RZ and DPSK regardless of the bit rate”, which contradicts the presented results: at 100 Gbps, all formats fail completely (Q = 0, BER = 1), meaning no format actually “outperforms” another at that rate. This overgeneralization should be corrected to reflect that NRZ is superior only at 10 Gbps, not universally. Additionally, stating that DPSK shows zero Q-factor even at short distances (e.g., 15 km) without dispersion compensation is plausible but warrants deeper discussion, as DPSK is typically more resilient to dispersion than NRZ/RZ in real systems, suggesting possible oversimplification in the model (e.g., lack of balanced detection). Overall, the conclusions are acceptable for the simulated scenario but require more precise wording and contextual nuance.
	

	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 partially sufficient but present notable issues regarding recency, relevance, and consistency
	

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


	The English language in the manuscript is generally understandable but contains grammatical errors, inconsistent punctuation (e.g., spaces before commas/periods), and awkward phrasing that reduce clarity and professionalism. With careful proofreading and editing for grammar, syntax, and academic tone, the article can meet the standards required for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in optical communications and presents a practical case study based on a real metropolitan backbone in Togo, which adds regional value to the global literature. However, several improvements are needed before publication: (1) correct inconsistencies in distance (400 km vs. 402 km), (2) revise overgeneralized conclusions, especially the claim that NRZ outperforms other formats “regardless of bit rate” when all fail at 100 Gbps, (3) update and validate references (notably those dated 2025), (4) improve language clarity and grammar, and (5) provide deeper discussion on why DPSK underperforms unexpectedly, as this contradicts established literature. With these revisions, the paper can make a meaningful contribution to studies on modulation format selection in dispersion-limited links.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues are apparent in the manuscript.
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