Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Environment and Climate Change  

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJECC_149288

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	A REVIEW STUDY ON ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON GLOBAL BIODIVERSITY AND ECOSYSTEM RESILIENCE

	Type of the Article
	Review 


	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 provides an essential synthesis of how climate change is reshaping global biodiversity and ecosystem resilience, offering a comprehensive understanding that is highly valuable to researchers, conservationists, and policymakers. By integrating recent empirical studies across terrestrial, marine, and freshwater ecosystems, the review consolidates fragmented scientific knowledge and highlights emerging patterns, knowledge gaps, and future research priorities. Its emphasis on ecosystem resilience, adaptation mechanisms, and mitigation strategies contributes meaningfully to ongoing global discussions on safeguarding biodiversity under accelerating climate stress. Ultimately, the manuscript serves as a critical reference point for developing informed conservation interventions, advancing climate–biodiversity research, and supporting evidence-based environmental planning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“A Review Study on Assessing the Impact of Climate Change on Global Biodiversity and Ecosystem Resilience”
It is generally suitable, but it is long, repetitive, and can be made more concise, impactful, and scientifically appealing. The phrase “A Review Study on Assessing” is redundant, and tightening the title will improve clarity and professional presentation.

I recommend the following title

Here are stronger and more precise options:

1. “Climate Change Impacts on Global Biodiversity and Ecosystem Resilience: A Comprehensive Review.”

	

	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 informative and detailed, covering multiple aspects of climate change impacts on biodiversity and ecosystem resilience. However, it is too long, repetitive, and overly dense, which reduces clarity and weakens its overall effectiveness. Several sentences repeat similar ideas about biodiversity threats, climate drivers, and the purpose of the review. The abstract also lacks a clear structure; this  abstract should briefly address:

1. Purpose of the study
2. Methods or approach
3. Key findings or insights
4. Significance and implications
Currently, the abstract mixes background information, results, and general statements without logical flow.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	After a thorough evaluation of the manuscript, I find that the paper addresses an important and timely topic, and its overall scientific direction is appropriate. The manuscript incorporates a wide selection of recent literature and covers the main pathways through which climate change affects biodiversity and ecosystem resilience. However, while the thematic foundation is scientifically correct, several aspects require revision to strengthen the rigor, clarity, and academic credibility of the work.

Firstly, the manuscript does not clearly present the review methodology. For a review paper, it is essential to describe the databases used, the search strategy, inclusion and exclusion criteria, and the process through which the literature was selected. Without this information, it is difficult to assess the completeness and reliability of the review process.

Secondly, some of the scientific claims are overly generalized or stated too conclusively without adequate citation support. In several instances, numerical values and strong statements are provided without clear references. These need to be substantiated with precise citations or moderated to reflect scientific uncertainty.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains a large number of references, many of which are recent (2023–2025) and highly relevant to the themes of climate change, biodiversity loss, and ecosystem resilience. In this regard, the reference list is generally sufficient and demonstrates that the authors engaged with up-to-date scientific literature. However, the manuscript would benefit from a more balanced inclusion of foundational and globally recognized studies, especially those that provide synthesis at an international level. Additionally, several sections would be strengthened by incorporating authoritative global assessments and long-term datasets that are not currently cited.
I recommend adding the following references

1. IPCC (2022). Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
– This is a critical global source summarizing climate impacts on biodiversity and should be cited in introductory and synthesis sections.

2. IPBES (2019). Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services.
– This major assessment provides authoritative evidence on biodiversity decline and interacting stressors.

3. Parmesan, C. & Yohe, G. (2003). A globally coherent fingerprint of climate change impacts across natural systems. Nature 421: 37–42.
– A foundational study that supports the discussion of species range shifts; still widely cited.

4. Pecl, G. et al. (2017). Biodiversity redistribution under climate change: Impacts on ecosystems and human well-being. Science, 355(6332).
– Strengthens the discussion on species redistribution and socio-ecological impacts.

5. Hughes, T.P. et al. (2017). Global warming and recurrent mass bleaching of corals. Nature 543, 373–377.
– A pivotal study on coral bleaching, suitable for the marine ecosystems section.


	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is not yet suitable for scholarly communication and requires careful editing. Several sentences are grammatically incorrect, unclear, or awkwardly phrased. For example, phrases such as “the belongings of CC”, “ecosystems are harassed to familiarize themselves”, or “the persistence of this learning” are unclear and not standard academic English. There are also long sentences that should be simplified for clarity, and repetitive wording appears throughout the text.

I recommend a thorough language revision to correct grammar, improve sentence structure, and ensure clear, professional academic writing. After revision, the manuscript will communicate its scientific content more effectively.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript addresses an important topic and incorporates a wide range of recent literature. However, several areas require improvement to enhance clarity, organization, and scientific presentation. Some sections are overly descriptive, while others lack synthesis or clear linkage between ideas. For instance, long paragraphs summarizing individual studies could be condensed and integrated into broader thematic arguments.

Additionally, the manuscript contains repetitive phrases and unclear expressions, such as “the persistence of this learning” or “ecosystems are harassed to familiarize themselves”, which distract from the scientific content. Figures should also be more clearly captioned, ensuring that their sources, relevance, and data basis are well explained. A more coherent structure, for example, shorter paragraphs, smoother transitions, and clearer subheadings, would greatly improve readability.

Finally, adding a brief section outlining the review methodology would strengthen transparency, and acknowledging limitations (e.g., geographic or taxonomic biases) would provide a more balanced scientific perspective. With these improvements, the manuscript will be much stronger and more suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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