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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 

the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

1. In general, research involving actions and discussions to prevent climate change is always well 
necessary and accepted among the scientific community. However, a scientific-technical paper for 
journal publication must be based on studies references, methods, results and discussions. 
2. The manuscript title is suitable.   
3. The Abstract is too short and has to be complemented with a brief subject introduction, primary 
objective, brief methodology description and main findings. This section is like a “showcase” and 
essential to promote the reader's interest in your work. Thus, the main summarized information 
about the research must be present. 
4. I suggest a manuscript restructuring. The topics must contain an Introduction followed by the 
main objective. Then, an in-depth and current literature review to support the methodology. Then, 
the study methodology, results, discussion and conclusions. 
5. I found some issues that could be improved in this manuscript. First, there are many self-
citations, mainly in the introduction. The political bias of the introduction should be incorporated into 
the discussions supported by references. There need to be more references (few references were 
attached). The figures need to have better quality. Figure 1 is strange and unreferenced, and it 
needs to be adequate. Units must be SI (some not was). Wikipedia is not allowed as a reference in 
journals. It was impossible to understand the objective, the adopted method and the contributions of 
the manuscript. It still needs clarification. The language of a paper cannot be personal. Examples: 
"This is my .."; "So I …", and "I was sent …", among many others in the text. 
7. The attached references are insufficient, as previously mentioned. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

 
English grammar revisions and corrections are required. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

To be accepted for publication, the manuscript needs profound improvements. After necessary 
corrections, the manuscript's second reading by this reviewer is required. 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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) 
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