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	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 study focuses on Nigeria's oil and gas industry while addressing a pertinent and developing field of study: the relationship between environmental accounting disclosure (EAD) and corporate profitability. Given the global trend toward sustainability reporting and environmental accountability, particularly in high-impact businesses, this topic is important. The study contributes to the small corpus of research on EAD in developing nations and offers information that regulators, corporate managers, and politicians can use.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The study's content is reflected in the title, which is clear and succinct. For clarity, "Profitability Dynamic" could be more linguistically correct as "Profitability Dynamics."

“Effect of Environmental Accounting Disclosures on Profitability Dynamics of Listed Oil and Gas Companies in Nigeria”
	

	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 research goal, methodology, results, and advice are all succinctly presented in the abstract.
Ideas for enhancement:

1. Enter the number "10" to indicate the precise number of years covered (currently displayed as "for a period of years (2015–2024)").

2. For clarity, mention important statistical findings (such as the coefficient or significance level).

3. For example, "Environmental Accounting Disclosure (EAD) has a positive significant effect..." should be changed to "EAD has a positive and significant effect."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is sound in terms of science. Given the data format, using Dynamic Panel Regression (GMM) is appropriate. Diagnostic tests were carried out, and the approach is sufficiently explained. The findings are rationally understood and connected to pertinent literature. But:

1. Generalizability is limited by the modest size of the data sample (six firms).

2. An explanation of why one lag is utilized and how endogeneity is controlled might be included in the model equation.

3. More uniform labeling and style of tables would be beneficial (e.g., use stars to signify significant levels).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The majority of the references are current and adequate (many from 2021–2025). But there are certain instances of duplication (e.g., Okoba et al., 2025 repeated; Rahmawati et al., 2025 repeated twice).
Idea:
1. Eliminate duplication and make sure the reference formatting is consistent (APA style is advised).

2. For completeness, include a few basic references to environmental accounting theory or GMM.


	

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


	Although the text is mostly clear, copyediting for grammar, tense consistency, and flow would be beneficial. For instance:

1. "Disclosure of environmental information is becoming more and more important." (maintain sentence flow and eliminate excessive spaces).

2. Make sure that "firm(s)" or "company(ies)" are used consistently throughout.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths of the overall evaluation:

1. current and pertinent research topic.

2. rigorous empirical research using suitable econometric techniques.

3. Clear findings in a well-organized study.
Weaknesses

1. Six companies make up the small sample size.

2. The language has to be polished in a few places.

3. Reference repetition and formatting problems.

The work can be published if the author fixes the little grammatical, referencing, and presentation problems.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Since secondary data were used, there are no obvious ethical concerns.
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