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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.
	This manuscript contributes to the growing body of knowledge on carbon sequestration by integrating soil characterization with geospatial techniques, offering a useful methodological framework for large-scale ecological assessments. Its comparative analysis across land-use types and forest reserves provides context-specific insights relevant for tropical forest management and climate mitigation strategies. However, the scientific contribution would be strengthened by clearer justification of methodological choices, deeper statistical interpretation, and stronger linkage to global carbon accounting frameworks. Overall, the study holds applied significance but requires refinement to enhance its broader scientific impact.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

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

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	4
	





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, The current title “Geospatial Estimation of Sequestered Carbon in Soils and Vegetation of Some Forest Reserves in South-West Nigeria” is informative but overly long and slightly repetitive. While it conveys scope, it could be made more concise and academically sharper by avoiding redundancy (“some forest reserves”) and emphasizing the methodological focus (geospatial techniques).
Suggested Improvement (Neutral, Academic, Humanized):
A more suitable title could be: “Geospatial Assessment of Soil and Vegetation Carbon Sequestration in Forest Reserves of Southwestern Nigeria.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract should clearly state what the study is about, how it was done, and what was found, but in a simpler way. Instead of listing too many numbers, it should highlight the main results and explain why they matter for forest management and climate change. Adding a short note on the study’s limits and possible future use would make it more complete and easier to understand.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is mostly correct in its scientific approach, but it has some weaknesses that reduce its strength. The use of NDVI and Batjes’ method for estimating carbon is valid, and the soil classification systems are applied properly. However, the study relies too much on NDVI without ground-truth validation, which may affect accuracy. Statistical analysis is mentioned but not fully explained, and uncertainties are not quantified. To improve, the authors should validate NDVI results with field data, discuss statistical limitations, and clearly state uncertainties to make the findings more reliable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references in the manuscript are not fully sufficient or recent. While it cites important foundational works such as Batjes (1996), Lal (2004), and Lu (2006), many sources are more than a decade old, and there is limited inclusion of recent studies published after 2015. This weakens the manuscript’s alignment with current scientific debates and technological advances in carbon sequestration and geospatial analysis. To improve, the authors should update the reference list with more recent peer‑reviewed studies (2015–2024) on tropical forest carbon dynamics, soil organic carbon variability, and modern remote sensing methods like LiDAR and hyperspectral imaging.
	

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

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

	The manuscript shows no major ethical violations but lacks explicit discussion of ethics. Potential issues include absence of details on research permits, ecological safeguards during sampling, and stakeholder involvement. Adding a statement on permissions, environmental responsibility, and community engagement would improve ethical clarity and academic integrity.
	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents valuable insights into carbon sequestration in soils and vegetation using geospatial techniques, with clear relevance to forest management and climate change mitigation. However, several weaknesses limit its academic rigor. The abstract is overly technical and lacks mention of limitations or broader implications. Tables and figures, while relevant, are dense and could benefit from improved visualization. The discussion relates findings to literature but does so descriptively rather than critically, with limited engagement in debates or contradictions. References are outdated, with few recent sources post‑2015. Importantly, the manuscript does not explicitly discuss limitations or ethical considerations, which weakens transparency. Overall, the study is scientifically sound but requires significant revision in presentation, literature integration, and acknowledgment of methodological constraints before being 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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