
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Geography, Environment and Earth Science International

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JGEESI_156442

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Emergence of Wetland Neighbourhoods in Port Harcourt and the Challenge to the Urban Planner

	Type of the Article
	Research Article






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 offers rare empirical evidence showing that wetland neighbourhoods in Port Harcourt are no longer just low-income squatting grounds but increasingly attract middle-income residents, a shift largely overlooked in the literature. By linking housing affordability, planning failures, and environmental risk in one analysis, the study provides a practical framework that other fast-growing delta cities could use. It also challenges the common assumption that informal wetland dwellers are uniformly poor, which has direct implications for how urban planners should think about land-use governance.
	





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
	5| Accurate and reflects both the subject (wetland neighbourhoods) and the central problem (challenge to urban planning)
	

	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
	5 | The abstract is comprehensive. It clearly states the problem, methods (mixed-method, 131 questionnaires, six neighbourhoods), key findings (mixed-income occupancy, unregulated development, flood vulnerability) and recommendations (wetland-specific policies, geospatial integration). All essential elements of a research abstract are present.
	

	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 | Relevant terms like "wetland urbanization" and "informal development" work well. "Housing" is too broad; "Port Harcourt, Spatial growth" could be merged. Still useful overall.
	

	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
	5 | Well organized. Starts global, narrows to Nigeria and Port Harcourt, explains historical and current pressures. No confusion.
	

	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| The problem statement is clear, but objectives are not listed separately or as hypotheses. Reader has to infer them from the narrative.
	

	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| Relevant but mixed. Some key sources are pre-2015. Missing recent work on climate adaptation and wetland policy in African cities.
	

	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 | Mixed-method design fits the question. Sampling is well explained. Only weakness: no mention of software for spatial analysis.
	

	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
	2| Not mentioned at all. No informed consent, privacy, or approval statement. Needs improvement for publication.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4| Clear tables and income breakdowns. Some repetition across sections, but overall easy to follow.
	

	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| Tables 3,4,5 are clear and useful. Photos (plates) add context but are low resolution. Map image is unreadable (blurry).
	

	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| Engages with urban informality and spatial justice theories. Could cite more African case studies, but connections are logical.
	

	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| Recommendations follow from findings. The claim about middle-income residents is well backed by income tables.
	

	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| No limitations section. No mention of sampling bias, generalizability, or self-report errors.
	

	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
	3|Sufficient number (over 40). However, some are obscure or from predatory-looking journals (e.g., "World Environment", "Developing Country Studies"). Needs verification.
	

	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| Generally clear and readable. Occasional repetition and long sentences, but no major grammar issues.
	





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. It accurately reflects the study's focus on wetland neighbourhood emergence and the resulting planning challenges in Port Harcourt. No revision needed.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES | It covers problem, methods, key findings and recommendations clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES | The methodology is appropriate, data supports conclusions, and analysis is logically sound. Minor issues (e.g., missing limitations, some references) do not undermine scientific correctness.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO – While the number is adequate (over 40), several key sources are pre-2015 and some come from journals with questionable academic standing.
Suggestion for improvement: Replace outdated and low-quality references with recent (2018–2025) peer-reviewed studies from reputable journals such as Habitat International, Cities, Land Use Policy, or Environment and Urbanization.
	

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

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

	YES | The manuscript does not mention:
Informed consent obtained from respondents. Ethics review board approval. Measures taken to protect participant anonymity or data confidentiality. Whether participation was voluntary.

	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Strong topic and methods, but revisions needed: add ethics statement (consent, approval), update references (post-2015, reputable journals), include limitations section, improve map quality and list research objectives clearly.
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