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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 holds significant importance for the scientific community as it offers a comprehensive synthesis of the ecological, social, and economic benefits of urban green spaces, which are increasingly vital in the context of rapid urbanisation and climate change. By integrating international and region-specific evidence, the study bridges global frameworks with local realities, providing actionable insights for sustainable urban planning. Its multidisciplinary approach employing tools such as carbon stock modelling and GIS mapping contributes to a deeper understanding of how natural capital can be effectively leveraged in urban governance. Furthermore, the review identifies critical policy and equity challenges, positioning it as a valuable resource for researchers, practitioners, and policymakers aiming to enhance urban resilience and inclusivity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title "Natural Capital in Cities: A Review of Urban Green Spaces Benefits, Governance Challenges, and Sustainability Pathways" is largely appropriate and informative. It clearly reflects the scope of the article, including the focus on natural capital, urban green spaces, governance, and sustainability.

However, for improved clarity and flow, a slightly refined version could enhance readability and impact. Here are two alternative title suggestions:

Alternative Title Suggestions:

"Urban Natural Capital: A Review of Green Space Benefits, Governance Challenges, and Sustainability Pathways"
Why this works: It puts “Urban” and “Natural Capital” up front, and removes redundancy by using more concise wording.

"Green Infrastructure in Cities: Benefits, Governance Barriers, and Sustainable Planning Pathways"
Why this works: Emphasizes "green infrastructure" as a practical application of natural capital, with a strong policy and planning focus.

If the manuscript emphasizes Indian cities prominently, you could consider adding a regional reference:
 "Urban Green Spaces in India: Natural Capital, Governance Challenges, and Pathways to Sustainability

	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly presents the context (urbanization and sustainable planning), outlines the scope (review of green spaces and their benefits), describes the methodology (literature synthesis, analytical tools), and highlights key themes (climate regulation, biodiversity, governance challenges, sustainability pathways). However, a few improvements could enhance its clarity and impact:

Strengths:

· Covers ecological, societal, and economic benefits.

· Includes analytical tools and case studies (Delhi, Durg, Bilaspur, Bengaluru).

· Addresses governance and spatial equity, linking to SDGs.

· Uses clear and academic language.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, assuming the full text provides methodological transparency, defines key terms, and critically evaluates the reviewed literature. With minor clarifications and attention to the scientific method, it contributes meaningfully to the discourse on urban sustainability and natural capital.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	To properly assess whether the references are sufficient and recent, a full reference list would be needed. However, based on the abstract alone, we can make a few general observations and offer guidance on what should be included and what might be missing.



1. Recency: At least 50–60% of references should ideally be from the last 5–7 years (i.e., 2018–2025), especially in a rapidly evolving field like urban sustainability, green infrastructure, and Nature-Based Solutions.

2. Geographic Balance: The abstract mentions both international and India-specific literature. This is excellent, but the manuscript should also include comparative or regional studies from other developing countries for broader applicability.

3. Core Themes Coverage:

· Urban green infrastructure and ecosystem services
· Natural capital accounting
· Nature-Based Solutions (NbS)
· Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in urban planning

· Governance, spatial justice, and climate resilience

4. Key Authors and Institutions: Leading work from:

· IPBES (Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services)

· UN-Habitat

· World Bank Urban Reports

· Authors such as Elmqvist, Kabisch, Haase, Gómez-Baggethun, and others frequently cited in green space literature.

 Suggested Additional References:
If not already included, the following seminal or recent works could strengthen the manuscript:

1. Kabisch, N., et al. (2016). Nature-based solutions to climate change mitigation and adaptation in urban areas. — Springer.
→ Provides a foundational understanding of NbS and green infrastructure.

2. Elmqvist, T., et al. (2015). Benefits of restoring ecosystem services in urban areas. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 14, 101–108.
→ Addresses ecological restoration in cities.

3. Raymond, C. M., et al. (2017). An impact evaluation framework to support planning and evaluation of nature-based solutions projects. Environmental Science & Policy, 77, 15–24.
→ Provides a framework for measuring NbS outcomes.

4. Gómez-Baggethun, E. & Barton, D. N. (2013). Classifying and valuing ecosystem services for urban planning. Ecological Economics, 86, 235–245.
→ Focuses on economic valuation of urban natural capital.

5. Haase, D., et al. (2017). Greening cities – To be socially inclusive? About the alleged paradox of society and ecology in cities. Habitat International, 64, 41–48.
→ Deals with equity and spatial justice in urban greening.

6. World Bank (2023). Green Cities: Integrated Urban Planning for Climate Resilience.
→ Offers current global perspectives and data-driven insights.

Final Comment for the Review Form:

The references cited in the manuscript appear to cover key themes relevant to urban green infrastructure and sustainability. However, to ensure scientific robustness and global relevance, the inclusion of more recent and widely cited literature—particularly on Nature-Based Solutions, ecosystem service valuation, and equity in urban planning—is recommended. Key sources such as Kabisch et al. (2016), Raymond et al. (2017), and recent World Bank or IPBES reports would enhance the depth and credibility of the review.


	

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


	Based on the abstract, the language quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but with minor areas for improvement in clarity, conciseness, and flow.

Strengths in Language Use:
Academic tone: The abstract uses appropriate scholarly vocabulary such as “multifaceted contributions,” “resilience-oriented development,” and “operationalisation.”

Logical structure: The abstract is well-organized, progressing from context to methods and then to key findings and implications.

Terminological accuracy: Terms like “natural capital,” “green infrastructure,” “spatial inequities,” and “Nature-Based Solutions” are correctly used and relevant.



Areas for Minor Improvement:
Overly complex phrases:

Example: “the operationalisation of green infrastructure”
→ Consider simplifying to: “the implementation of green infrastructure”
Some redundancy:

“Vegetated spaces” and “green infrastructure” are used somewhat interchangeably—clarify or consolidate for precision.

Smooth transitions:

Transitions between ideas (e.g., from tools to governance challenges) could be slightly smoother.

Passive constructions:

Some passive sentences could be rewritten in active voice for stronger impact.

Suggested Language Refinement (excerpt):

Original:
“Key analytical tools such as carbon stock modelling, GIS mapping, and perception surveys reveal the complexity and benefits of integrating ecological systems within urban form.”
Improved:
“Analytical tools including carbon stock modelling, GIS mapping, and perception surveys illustrate the complex benefits of integrating ecological systems into urban design.”
 Final Review Comment:

The manuscript is written in clear academic English and is generally suitable for scholarly publication. Minor refinements in sentence structure and word choice could enhance clarity and flow. A light copy-edit for grammar and style is recommended to improve readability and ensure consistency throughout the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Scope and Relevance:
The manuscript addresses a timely and globally relevant issue—urban natural capital and the multifunctional role of green infrastructure in sustainable city development. Its regional focus on Indian cities, combined with international literature, enhances both local relevance and global applicability.

2. Clarity and Structure:
The manuscript is generally well-organized, with a clear logical flow from introduction to thematic analysis and conclusions. However, some sections would benefit from improved transitions and clearer subheadings to guide the reader through complex themes such as governance, spatial equity, and sustainability pathways.

3. Language and Style:
The academic language is mostly appropriate, but minor stylistic edits are needed for clarity and conciseness. A light copy-edit is recommended to smoothen complex phrasing and remove occasional redundancies.

4. Methodological Transparency:
While the abstract references several analytical tools, the methodology section (in the main manuscript) should more clearly describe how sources were selected, what criteria guided inclusion, and the scope (time period, geography) of the review.

5. Use of Literature:
The manuscript draws on relevant sources but may benefit from the inclusion of more recent and internationally recognized literature, particularly on Nature-Based Solutions, spatial justice in urban planning, and valuation of ecosystem services.

6. Contribution to the Field:
This review contributes meaningfully to urban sustainability scholarship by synthesizing ecological, social, and governance dimensions of urban green spaces. It highlights practical pathways for policy and planning, aligning well with global frameworks like the SDGs.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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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