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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 paper touches on a highly relevant subject: how Nigeria’s ecological policies and biodiversity efforts align with international climate frameworks. The application of the Social-Ecological Systems (SES) Framework and Ecosystem-based Adaptation (EbA) offers potential value for environmental governance discourse. If revised properly, the paper could contribute significantly to policy-oriented discussions around sustainable development in Sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is relevant but grammatically incorrect. It should be revised for clarity and academic tone.
“Aligning Climate Action and Biodiversity Conservation in Nigeria: Implications of the Paris Agreement”

	

	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 presents key ideas but suffers from poor grammar, incomplete sentence structures, and redundant phrasing. Some sentences begin without a subject (e.g., "Revealed the multifaceted governance..."). It lacks clarity and needs to be rewritten with a proper flow: background → methodology → findings → conclusion.

Suggestion: Revise the abstract entirely for grammatical accuracy, coherence, and flow. Follow standard abstract structure (approx. 250 words).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper has potential but currently lacks:

Logical flow and clarity in many sections. The methodology section is unclear and often reads like a set of instructions rather than a description of what was done.

There is no real data analysis or original empirical insight, though theoretical frameworks are cited.

Major Issues Noted:
Disorganized structure with long, repetitive paragraphs. Redundancy in discussion of SES components. Inconsistent application of cited frameworks (e.g., Ostrom’s SES, EbA).

Recommendation: Serious revision is required to clarify structure, remove redundancy, and present coherent analysis based on SES variables.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References:

The references are not in a consistent citation style. Many in-text citations are inconsistent or incorrectly punctuated (e.g., “(William, 2025)” with no author initials). The reference list mixes APA elements with unformatted URLs.

Suggestions:
· Use APA 7th Edition or Chicago Author-Date consistently throughout.

· Properly cite websites with access dates and full formatting.

· Replace “et al.” in the reference list with full author names if journal style requires it.


	

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


	The language is not as per scholarly standards. There are frequent: Grammatical errors, Run-on sentences, Inconsistent use of tenses, Unclear or fragmented ideas

 Recommendation: The paper requires professional English editing. This is critical before content-level review can proceed further.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider reorganizing the manuscript with clear subheadings, shorter paragraphs, and logical transitions. Incorporate a visual representation of the SES Framework or a conceptual map to support your analysis. The conclusion is too broad. Make it more specific and action-oriented.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Arizo Jan, SKUAST-Kashmir, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


