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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 (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 manuscript addresses a critical gap in the scientific understanding of dryland ecosystems in the Sahel region, specifically within the Department of Balleyara, Niger. Its importance lies in providing a systematic assessment of both ecosystem diversity and the services they provide, which are vital for the food security, livelihoods, and resilience of local communities. The study offers valuable empirical data that can inform regional conservation strategies and sustainable land management practices in a context of climate change and environmental degradation. Furthermore, it contributes a valuable case study to the global literature on ecosystem services, particularly from under-researched arid and semi-arid zones in West Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Assessment of ecosystem diversity and services in the Department of Balleyara, Republic of Niger" is suitable and clear. It accurately reflects the manuscript's core focus (assessment), subject matter (ecosystem diversity and services), and specific geographical scope. 
Suggested alternative titles (for consideration):
1. An Integrated Assessment of Ecosystem Services and Biodiversity in the Balleyara Department, Niger
(Adds "Integrated" to suggest a multi-faceted methodology, and uses "Biodiversity" as a synonym for "ecosystem diversity")


	

	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.


	Structural & Stylistic Changes:

· From: Disjointed, labeled sections (Aims:, Study design:, Place..., Methodology:, Results:, Conclusion).

· To: A single, cohesive, and flowing narrative paragraph standard for scientific abstracts.

· From: Simple, declarative sentences.

Summary of Key Improvements:

The revised abstract transforms from a basic descriptor into a mini-narrative that:

1. Establishes importance (Context & Gap).

2. Clearly explains what was done (Enhanced Methods).

3. Highlights specific, noteworthy findings (Detailed & Quantitative Results).

4. Articulates the significance and potential application (Stronger Conclusion).

These changes make the abstract more informative, persuasive, and representative of the manuscript's full content for a scientific audience.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its descriptive observations but is methodologically unclear. It functions well as an initial, qualitative reconnaissance or case study that identifies key ecosystem types, services, and pressures. To be considered scientifically robust and technically sound, it requires major revisions to strengthen its methodology, data presentation, and analytical depth. The conclusions are reasonable but would be far more powerful if derived from a more rigorous and transparent scientific process.

Recommendation: Major Revision is required to address these methodological and analytical shortcomings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient to establish basic context but insufficient to fully support the methodological choices and deepen the discussion. It is recommended to add 5-8 key references, particularly from the last 5-7 years, to address the gaps in methodology, conceptual framing, and contemporary discussion of threats and management. This will significantly enhance the manuscript's scholarly foundation.
	

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


	The manuscript requires thorough proofreading and editing by a proficient English speaker, ideally familiar with scientific writing. This is not just a minor cosmetic issue but a necessary step to ensure the research is presented clearly, professionally, and without distraction. Many universities and research institutions offer professional editing services, or the authors could seek assistance from a colleague with strong English skills.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I wish to emphasize that the core contribution documenting local ecological knowledge and ecosystem services in a specific Sahelian department is valid and worthwhile. The issues raised are largely repairable through careful revision. The authors are encouraged to address these points comprehensively. With these revisions, this study can make a meaningful contribution to the literature on dryland socioecological systems and serve as a useful baseline for future research and action in the Department of Balleyara.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There is a strong indication of an ethical issue due to the lack of a required ethical disclosure for research involving human subjects. This must be rectified before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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