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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 has merit and addresses an important topic, but the structural repetition and incomplete hypothesis presentation must be corrected. 
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent = 5 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent = 5
You wrote the abstract very appropriately and accurately. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good = 4 
Reduce and strengthen your keywords
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent = 5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory = 3
The objectives and significance of the study should not be separate headings. Both should be included together and placed under the heading of the introduction after the background explanation. 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good = 4
Your review is correct, but you have placed too many sub-headings, and you have given numbers. Try not to give numbers to sub-headings and combine their text under the headings. 
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory = 3
The review also used some old sources and is not very strong.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good = 4
The methodology section should be concise, with few sub-headings, and strong links. Its sub-headings should include research design, sampling techniques, data collection and data analysis. Remove any additional sections and headings. 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent = 5
Your analysis is correct and appropriate
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent = 5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs = 2
You added introduction, summary and discussion heading under the conclusion part, which are not necessary here, these headings should be removed.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good = 4
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs = 2
The number of references is limited, updated sources should be used and increase the number of references. 
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent = 5
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Major revision required: once the authors address the major issues outlined in this form, the paper would be suitable for publication. These are:
· The alternative hypothesis (H1) is missing. Separate hypothesis for land-use change, urban expansion, and other drivers should be included or the section should be reframed as research question. 
· There should be an introduction for the entire article, but you have provided an introduction after some headings. This need to be corrected. 
· In the significance of the study, create a text together from both the community benefits and environmental management subheadings and place it under the heading of significance of the study.
· Briefly summarize the objectives from the text under the headings "scope of the study" and "objectives of the study" and place these objectives at the end of the text under the heading "introduction".
· Remove the sub-heading of conceptual framework and explanation of relationship, they are not needed and the relevant information is mentioned in the methodology and objectives. 
· In the discussion, you only mentioned your own results. Here, you should compare your results with other international studies, and use citations.
· There are some repetitive sentences and information in the text, so repetitive sentences should be removed from the text.
· You should structure your article headings in this order: 1. Abstract. 2. Introduction. 3. Methodology. 4. Result. 5. Discussion. 6. Conclusion and recommendations. 7. References.
· Your recommendations should be short and concise. You have written in details. Try to write it brief and concise. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No 
The number of references is not sufficient, they should be increased. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No 
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