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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.
	At a ere where the success of a project depens on the implication of communities, this study is relevant as it comes to addresses a very significant and policy-relevant topic int his field. To manage forest resource using a community-based approach in Ghana, which is a region (Oti) of critical issue in that domain is very essential. Also, using a comparative mixed-methods design for these communities (Nchumuru and Adele ) let  the study provide valuable empirical insights into how local institutions, traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), and community-based rules shape forest governance at the grassroots level. 
The findings for this study have direct implications for policymakers seeking to design culturally appropriate and ecologically sound CBFRM interventions in Ghana and similar contexts across the West Africa countries.
However the study requires some revisions so that it can to an achieve analytical, rigorous methodology for depth for a peer reviews journals. 

	




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
	3
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	




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 clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the comparative scope and geographic focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The abstract lacks a clear statement of the research gap. Authors did not quantify key findings, and omited limitations of the study. They should revise in order to include a sharper problem statement, key quantitative results, and main conclusions with policy implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	PARTIALLY. First of all, the mixed-methods approach is appropriate and the empirical data appear credible. 
However, the statistical analysis relies solely on bivariate chi-square tests without effect sizes or multivariate models. So findings are predominantly descriptive rather than analytical. 

The theoretical framework (Ostrom, Comparative Institutionalism) is cited but not operationalized. Stronger theory-method integration and advanced statistical modelling are required before the paper can be considered scientifically rigorous 
	

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

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

	NO. Several key references are outdated and some citations lack DOIs or links. Authors should incorporate recent peer-reviewed literature (past 5 years ex 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025, 2026) on CBFRM, forest governance, and institutional theory, particularly sources indexed in Scopus or Web of Science. Hope in these he may be updated on more innovative approaches in the area
	

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

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

	NO. No significant ethical concerns were identified. However, the text seems to be generated by AI.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


In summary, the paper addresses a policy-relevant and scientifically important topic with a sound comparative mixed-methods design. However, it currently reads as a descriptive empirical report rather than an analytical contribution suitable for peer review journal. Key concerns: 1. the introduction lacks an explicit research gap and well-formulated research questions; 2. the theoretical framework (Ostrom’s design principles, Comparative Institutionalism) is cited but not operationalized; 3. statistical analysis is limited to bivariate chi-square tests without effect sizes or multivariate modelling; 4. the discussion restates results without engaging the existing literature or explaining mechanisms; 5 the manuscript contains grammatical errors and informal language; and 6. there is no ecological or spatial validation. 7. Improve visual  quality of charts, map and table
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