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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 valuable state-level empirical data on methane (CH₄) and carbon dioxide (CO₂) concentrations in Benue State, Nigeria—an agrarian region where greenhouse gas monitoring remains limited. By integrating field measurements with IPCC Tier 1 emission estimates, the study contributes localized evidence that supports national greenhouse gas inventory refinement and climate mitigation planning. The seasonal analysis across multiple land-use types strengthens understanding of how agricultural practices, residential energy use, and industrial activities influence atmospheric GHG variability in developing regions. Such data-driven regional assessments are essential for improving sub-national climate accountability and informing targeted mitigation strategies in rapidly developing economies.
	

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

	The current title is generally suitable and reflects the scope of the study. However, it could be slightly improved for clarity and methodological specificity.
Suggested Alternative Title:
“Seasonal Assessment of CH₄ and CO₂ Concentrations and IPCC Tier 1 Carbon Footprint Estimation in Benue State, Nigeria”
This revised title highlights the seasonal component and clarifies the use of IPCC methodology.

	

	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 clearly summarizes the objectives, methods, major findings, and policy implications. However, a few improvements are recommended:
· Include the statistical strength of the regression model (e.g., R² value) to enhance scientific transparency.
· Clarify that the reported carbon footprint represents a partial inventory based on selected activities, rather than a complete state-wide emission profile.
· Briefly mention study limitations to strengthen scientific balance.
No major deletions are necessary, but minor refinements would improve precision and clarity.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically structured and methodologically grounded, combining field measurements with established IPCC Tier 1 emission factors. The study design, sampling framework, and seasonal comparison are appropriate for the research objectives. However, minor clarifications are needed regarding statistical interpretation, emission calculation assumptions, and model reporting (e.g., inclusion of R² and model diagnostics). Once these technical clarifications are addressed, the manuscript can be considered scientifically sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and include key IPCC reports (2006, 2019, 2021), recent national inventory documents (2024), and relevant atmospheric science literature. The inclusion of recent publications (2023–2025) strengthens the manuscript’s relevance.
However, the study may benefit from the inclusion of:
· Additional recent IPCC AR6 guidance on methane global warming potential (2021 refinement updates).
· More peer-reviewed African or sub-Saharan regional greenhouse gas studies for stronger contextual comparison.
· Recent literature (2022–2024) on urban–agricultural methane variability or localized carbon footprint assessments.
Overall, the references are sufficient but could be slightly expanded to enhance regional and methodological comparison.

	

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

	The manuscript is generally understandable and written in acceptable academic English. The structure follows conventional scientific formatting, and terminology is appropriately used. However, minor grammatical corrections, sentence restructuring, and consistency improvements are recommended to enhance clarity and scholarly tone. A light professional language edit would improve readability and overall presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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