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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 is highly valuable to the scientific community as it highlights the critical intersection between climate change and education, emphasizing education as a transformative tool for sustainable development. It contributes to existing knowledge by systematically linking international frameworks with national policy implementation, offering insights into how global climate agendas can be effectively localized within educational systems. The study also identifies key gaps—such as teacher training, curriculum integration, and community engagement—thereby providing direction for future interdisciplinary research and policy improvement.
	





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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and directly reflects the core focus of the study. It effectively conveys the relationship between education and climate change within the context of Mexico, making it both relevant and informative for readers and researchers.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, clearly presenting the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study. It effectively summarizes the scope and significance of the research, making it informative and accessible to readers.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and align well with the main themes of the manuscript, such as environmental education, climate change, sustainability, and public policies. However, they could be slightly improved by adding more specific or searchable terms (e.g., “climate education,” “education for sustainable development,” or “Mexico education policy”) to enhance discoverability in academic databases.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background information is generally sufficient and well organized, providing a clear context for the study by linking climate change with the role of education at both international and national levels. It effectively introduces key frameworks and policies relevant to the topic. However, it could be further strengthened by including more recent studies, clearer thematic structuring, and a more explicit identification of research gaps to enhance depth and coherence.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The objectives are generally clear and aligned with the overall theme of the study, particularly in analyzing the role of education as a tool for addressing climate change in Mexico. However, they could be improved by being more explicitly stated in a separate, concise section or in clearly defined statements to enhance clarity and focus for the reader.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is highly relevant, incorporating key international frameworks, policy documents, and recent scholarly contributions related to climate change and environmental education. It effectively supports the study’s objectives and provides a strong theoretical and contextual foundation for the research.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
 The literature review includes several recent sources (2021–2023), demonstrating an effort to incorporate up-to-date research and policy perspectives. However, it also relies on some older foundational references; adding more studies from the last 2–3 years (2023–2025) would further strengthen its currency and relevance.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript mentions the use of a qualitative approach based on documentary analysis and bibliographic review, which provides a basic understanding of the methodology. However, it lacks detailed explanation of the literature search strategy, including databases used, inclusion/exclusion criteria, keywords, and selection process. Providing these details would improve transparency, reproducibility, and methodological rigor.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory 
The critical evaluation of the literature is somewhat limited, as it primarily summarizes existing studies rather than deeply analyzing their strengths, limitations, or contrasting perspectives. A more rigorous critical synthesis would strengthen the academic depth of the paper.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript identifies several important gaps, such as the need for improved teacher training, stronger curriculum integration, and enhanced social participation. It also points toward future directions like interdisciplinary approaches and community-based climate education. 

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are logically derived from the analysis and findings presented in the manuscript. They effectively synthesize the key points, reinforce the role of education in addressing climate change, and align well with the objectives of the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not clearly and explicitly discuss its limitations. While some constraints can be inferred (e.g., reliance on qualitative and documentary analysis), a dedicated section outlining methodological, data-related, and scope limitations would improve transparency and strengthen the credibility of the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are generally of good quality, including a mix of peer-reviewed journal articles, international organization reports (e.g., UNESCO, OECD, UNICEF), and official policy documents. These are credible and relevant sources for the topic. 

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is written in generally clear and understandable language, with ideas presented in a coherent and logical manner. The use of academic tone and terminology is appropriate. However, minor grammatical inconsistencies and sentence structuring issues are present in some sections, and further language polishing would enhance overall readability and fluency.

	





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 title is suitable, as it clearly reflects the main focus of the manuscript—highlighting education as a tool for addressing climate change within the context of Mexico. It is concise, relevant, and informative for the target academic audience.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract is comprehensive, as it clearly outlines the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study. It effectively provides a complete overview of the research for readers.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor improvements needed)
The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its conceptual framework, use of relevant literature, and alignment with established international and national policies on climate change and education. The arguments are logical and supported by credible sources. However, the scientific rigor could be further strengthened by providing more detailed methodological explanations and incorporating deeper critical analysis of the literature.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor improvements needed)
The references are generally sufficient and include a mix of foundational and recent sources, particularly from 2021–2023. However, incorporating more up-to-date studies (2023–2025) and additional peer-reviewed journal articles would further strengthen the currency and depth of the reference list.

	

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

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

	NO
There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. The study is based on documentary analysis and publicly available data, and it does not involve human or animal subjects, confidential data, or ethical concerns related to experimentation or consent.

	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Recommendation: Minor Revision
The manuscript is well-structured, relevant, and scientifically sound, with strong theoretical grounding and appropriate references. However, minor improvements are needed in methodological clarity, explicit discussion of limitations, inclusion of more recent literature, and slight language refinement.
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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)

	







Reviewer details:

M. Rajalakshmi, Mahalakshmi Women’s College Of Arts And Science, India
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