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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 article demonstrates that Community-Based Forest Resource Management (CBFRM) has significant potential to strengthen forest conservation by empowering local communities. The manuscript offers relevant contributions and raises pertinent issues, thereby adding value to the scope of the journal. I commend the authors for their work and respectfully offer the following considerations to support the revision and further improvement of the manuscript.
	




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
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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 = Not Applicable
-I was not informed about ethical authorizations for conducting interviews, should they be necessary in the country.
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	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, the title is clear and provides a good overview of the issues addressed in the article.
	

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

	The abstract is detailed, provides an excellent introduction, contextualizes the topic well, and demonstrates strong argumentation and coherence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript presents a well-structured and coherent introduction, addressing relevant aspects of the topic. The text is written in appropriate scientific language and demonstrates good logical flow. Additionally, the authors support their arguments with pertinent and up-to-date references.
Overall, the article is well developed and shows clear potential for publication. However, its quality could be further enhanced through a deeper engagement with each subtopic.
The Results and Discussion sections would benefit from a more detailed exploration of the quantitative data, including the presentation of absolute numbers and percentages where appropriate. Expanding this analysis would strengthen the manuscript by better illustrating how inclusive governance structures influence participation, equity, and outcomes.
I also suggest incorporating analytical stratifications, such as gender and age group distinctions, in order to provide more nuanced insights into the findings.
Throughout the manuscript, it would be important to clarify the methodological procedures. Specifically, please indicate the types of questions posed to interviewees, the total number of questions, and, if possible, include the questionnaire as supplementary material. It would also be useful to specify whether questions addressed community members’ relationships with external actors. Furthermore, clarify whether responses were collected during household visits, focus groups, or both.
Providing a clearer historical context of the two communities studied would also strengthen the manuscript.
In several sections, particularly within the Discussion, the inclusion of additional theoretical or empirical support would reinforce the arguments presented. Similarly, the paragraph preceding the Materials and Methods section, which introduces the study’s justification, is important but would benefit from a more in-depth and clearly articulated presentation.
The authors mention ecological similarities between the two communities; however, these should be explicitly described in the text. Additional contextual information, such as the distance between the communities and the characteristics of the surrounding landscape matrix, would further improve clarity. It would also be relevant to describe the predominant vegetation types and agricultural practices in Nchumuru.
Figure 2 could be improved to enhance its visual clarity and didactic value. Please ensure that axis titles are clearly labeled. Additionally, figures and tables should be consistently cited throughout the text, and their results more thoroughly described, as they are currently presented somewhat weak.
Although the manuscript is of high quality, the Results section would benefit from further depth, particularly through a more detailed analysis of the collected data.
Regarding external influences and incentives, the manuscript would benefit from clarifying whether such dynamics are absent in Adele, or if there are initiatives (e.g., beekeeping programs) that could be discussed.
Finally, the Discussion could be made more fluid and robust by more explicitly linking the study’s findings to the cited literature and to comparable cases in other communities, highlighting similarities, differences, and contextual factors.
Finally, I congratulate the authors on their work and the valuable contribution this study makes to the field.


	

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

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

	Yes

	

	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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