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	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.


	This manuscript covers an important topic by looking at how valuing nature and tracking carbon emissions can help us fight climate change. It brings together useful ideas like paying people to protect ecosystems, measuring how much carbon we can emit, and using carbon credits to reduce emissions. These are all valuable tools for researchers, governments, and organizations working toward a more sustainable future. However, the paper needs more careful analysis and a stronger structure to truly help the scientific community. To realize its potential, the paper must move beyond descriptive summarization and engage more deeply with empirical evidence, comparative assessments, and policy implications across varied geographic and socio-political contexts.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Ecosystem Valuation and Carbon Metrics: Tools for Climate Action," is clear, relevant, and concise, but it could be made more specific and academic to better reflect the depth and scope of the manuscript.

	

	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 generally informative and covers the major components of the manuscript—ecosystem valuation, carbon metrics, carbon credits, and case studies. However, it can be improved for clarity, balance, and academic precision. 
The abstract doesn’t clarify that this is a review article or how sources were selected.

The abstract does not specify what new insights or synthesis the paper offers to the existing body of knowledge.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is broadly scientifically correct in terms of its core concepts, terminology, and cited data. However, while the factual content is accurate, there are several areas where scientific precision and critical clarity are lacking. These issues affect the strength and reliability of the manuscript as a scientific contribution.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Over-reliance on grey literature and non-peer-reviewed sources. Insufficient referencing of recent peer-reviewed journal articles, especially from 2020–2024, on key themes. Missing citations for some in-text references. 

	

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

	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally understandable, but it does not fully meet the standards required for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript currently lacks both page numbers and line numbers, which makes it difficult to provide precise, line-specific comments or suggestions. For future submissions and revisions, it is strongly recommended that the authors include continuous line numbering and pagination throughout the manuscript. This will greatly enhance the clarity and efficiency of the review process and help address specific feedback more accurately.
(The manuscript shows potential but needs significant restructuring, deeper analysis, enhanced citation quality, and improved scientific rigor to reach publishable standards)
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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