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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 topic of assessing the feasibility of environmental conservation projects by civil society organizations has received relatively little research. This topic is important for understanding the role of communities in supporting environmental conservation and providing an overview of the factors influencing the sustainability of environmental conservation projects. However, this article need correction in terms of language, systematics, and a lack of clarity in its discussion.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Overall, the title is appropriate. However, it needs some linguistic refinement and highlights the key aspects of community participation, capacity building, and monitoring and evaluation.
" Assessing the Viability of Civil Society Organization‑Based Environmental Conservation Projects in Gambella Town, South‑Western Ethiopia”
	

	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 does not specifically mention the research location, as in the title. Similarly, the objectives are not explicitly stated. For example: "This study aimed to examine..."

There are still logical inconsistencies in explaining the correlation figures, and some grammatical errors are present.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, this manuscript does not yet have complete scientific truth, because there are several shortcomings such as: 1) interpretation of the strength of influence that does not match the numbers; 2) operational definitions of variables are not yet clear, participation scale, capacity building; 3) There is no explanation of regression assumptions such as: normality, linearity, multicollinearity, etc.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are only seven references, almost all of which are books and institutional reports. There should be at least 25 references, with at least 70% coming from recent scientific journals (the last 10 years).
	

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


	The language quality for academic communication needs to be improved. Seek the help of an expert English proofreader to improve the quality of your language.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This article needs major improvements in terms of methodology, content, and language.
	


	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? 


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

This manuscript involves human participants, but there is no information regarding ethical approval.
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