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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 topic: Climate change and human displacement: emerging global trends is significant to the scientific community for the manuscript when published it is going to contributes to the growing body of knowledge on the complex relationship between climate change, environmental hazards, human displacement, and socioeconomic vulnerability. Its interdisciplinary approach is particularly valuable for the scientific community because it integrates climate science, migration studies, disaster risk analysis, and energy poverty within a single analytical framework. The study also provides useful comparative insights through the inclusion of global displacement trends and a localized case study from Spain, thereby linking global climate processes with community-level impacts. Furthermore, the findings may support future research and policy development aimed at improving climate adaptation, disaster preparedness, social resilience, and sustainable responses to climate-induced mobility.
 
	




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 = Good
The title very well reflects the focus of the manuscript related to climate change and human displacement but is also missing some other important dimensions such as energy poverty and environmental hazards
	

	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 = Satisfactory
Abstract is a brief overview of the study but provide less information on methodology, key results and vital conclusions
	

	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 = Good 
All keywords are within the scope of this study and increase discoverability, but a few more specific terms would improve indexing
	

	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
	4 = Good
The manuscript has considerable relevant and recent background information, but some parts lack a good thematic flow
	

	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 = Needs improvement
The manuscript does not explicitly present clear research objectives, research questions, or hypotheses
	

	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 = Good
The recent up-to-date literature identified through credible institutional and scientific sources related to climate change and displacement is also included in the study. 
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The study is methodologically appropriate for the study, but topics relevant to analytical procedures, data analysis and research design are not sufficiently described
	

	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 = Needs improvement
There was some insufficient discussion on ethical considerations around interviews and participant testimonies
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       4 = Good
The results are presented logically and justified with figures and datasets but sections continue to be excessively descriptive
	

	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 = Satisfactory
The figures are relevant to the study, but several require improved formatting, labeling, caption consistency, and analytical interpretation.
	

	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 = Needs improvement
There is no discussion section that reflects and articulates the findings in conjunction with other literature and theoretical lenses
	

	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 = Good
The conclusions generally align with the evidence and datasets presented throughout the manuscript.
	

	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
	1 = Poor
The manuscript fail to clearly identify nor discuss the shortcomings of this method relating to methodology, analysis and missing data
	

	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 = Good
The number of references is relevant to the study and updated, but there are some formatting errors
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is understandable overall, but several grammatical, stylistic, and typographical issues reduce clarity and readability
	




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 of the manuscript is suitable
	

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

	No, there is room for improvement ,
The abstract should clearly state the research objective, methodology, key findings, and major policy implications. It should also include concise quantitative highlights and a stronger concluding statement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, with revisions required
The manuscript tackles scientifically relevant questions and uses appropriate datasets; however additional methodological clarity, analytical rigor, and integration of the findings to existing literature are essential. It recommends they tighten up the research framework so that it is clearer, and improve their discussion section.
	

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

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

	Yes , they are sufficient with over 30 references used and also most the references are recent
	

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

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

	Yes. The paper presents testimonies and interviews of residents affected by flooding in Grazalema, Spain; however, there is no clear description of whether informed consent was obtained or if any ethical approval procedures were completed. There should be clear information regarding consent of the participants, anonymity and ethical safeguards that were implemented during data collection.
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Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript examines an important and up-to-date subject of climate change, environmental hazards and human displacement with energy poverty. However, it is innovative with an interdisciplinary perspective and the recent global data sets that we used in this analysis are a considerable strength of the work. The combination of global analyses and the Grazalema case-study strengthens the practical relevance of this study. 
Currently manuscript needs major revision in order to be considered for publication. The paper is descriptive and does not possess the analytical depth or methodological rigour that one would expect from a scientific research article. Research Objectives Statements are not clearly stated, the methodology section requires considerable clarification and a discussion linking findings to published literature or theory is omitted in this manuscript. The paper also needs intensive language, grammatical and formatting checking to comply with APA standards.
The manuscript has reasonable publication potential if the authors conduct substantial improvement on the scientific contexts, methodological details, analytical interpretation and language quality
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