
Review Form 3
	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Geography, Environment and Earth Science International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JGEESI_148350

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Assessment of the Environmental Situation through SWOT Analysis in Berat Municipality, Albania

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article



	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.

	• The manuscript offers a transparent assessment of Berat Municipality’s environmental situation using SWOT, enriching the global peer‑review knowledge base with local data [p.1 para 1–3].
• By synthesising official statistics and municipal reports, it supports evidence‑based policymaking and helps future authors avoid common errors [p.2 para 8–13].
• Identifying opportunities for ecotourism and sustainable resource management provides actionable insights aligned with the objective of improving manuscript quality [Table 1 lines 270–283].
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	• The current title accurately reflects the subject (Berat’s environment) and the methodological approach (SWOT analysis), aiding transparency.
• For clarity and brevity, consider “SWOT‑based assessment of environmental conditions in Berat Municipality, Albania”.
• Mentioning the use of secondary data and policy relevance would help readers quickly grasp the scope [p.2 para 8–13].
	

	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 states the purpose, method (descriptive review + SWOT) and key findings on natural potential versus pressures [p.1 para 6–19].
• To enhance objectivity, include specific data or quantified results and clarify data sources [p.3 para 159–176].
• A concluding sentence on how the analysis informs policy or community action would underscore its value [p.3 para 169–178].
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	• The manuscript follows a recognised methodology and clearly identifies SWOT factors; however, the process for selecting and weighting them is not fully described [p.3 para 159–176].
• The discussion reiterates known environmental issues without presenting new measurements; quantitative indicators would enhance rigor and aid the peer‑review database [p.4 para 270–283].
• Linking SWOT categories to strategic recommendations is helpful, but explaining prioritisation criteria would improve transparency [p.4 para 279–283].
• Overall scientifically sound, but deeper analysis and clearer methodological details would strengthen the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	• The bibliography includes local reports and international literature, with up‑to‑date sources through 2025 [p.8 para 337–372].
• Older citations (e.g., Plaku 2010, Meta 2009) should be complemented with recent peer‑reviewed studies on environmental SWOT applications.
• Ensure each claim about climate trends, pollution, or socioeconomic conditions has an explicit source [p.2 para 44–74].
• Standardise reference formatting to align with the journal’s guidelines.
	

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

	• Language is generally clear, but minor grammar issues and redundancies (e.g., “restore sustainable environment”) need correction [p.2 para 27–34].
• Rephrase long sentences and avoid repetition to improve flow and comprehension [p.2 para 35–43].
• Maintain consistent terminology and tense, and define technical terms for an international audience [p.3 para 169–174].
• A careful edit will support transparent communication and maximise the value of the peer‑review database.
	

	Optional/General comments

	• Adding a map of Berat and visual summaries (charts or tables) would enhance transparency and aid future researchers [p.2 para 103–114].
• Discuss the limitations of SWOT analysis and suggest complementary frameworks such as DPSIR [p.3 para 159–176].
• Future work could collect primary data and involve local stakeholders to enrich the peer‑review database and improve accuracy.
• Review the manuscript for typographical errors and ensure the AI disclaimer matches the journal’s policy.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	• Uses secondary data from official reports; no human or animal subjects involved [p.3 para 160–167].
• No ethical issues appear relevant; consent and privacy considerations do not apply.
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