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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 manuscript with title “Education Model for Application of Green Infrastructure in Riverbank” addresses an important issue related to riverbank degradation and the role of community-based environmental education in promoting green infrastructure implementation. The integration of nature-based solutions with a structured educational model (ALICA) offers a valuable contribution to environmental education and sustainable river management. The study is particularly relevant for developing countries where community participation is central to ecosystem restoration efforts. By combining green infrastructure concepts with an andragogical learning framework, the manuscript contributes to interdisciplinary discussions linking environmental science, education, and community empowerment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally relevant; however, it could be made more specific and academically precise. So, I would like to suggest an alternative title as ““Development and Evaluation of the ALICA Education Model for Community-Based Application of Green Infrastructure in Riverbank Protection”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is structured and includes background, aims, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, I recommend some minor improvements as follows:

· Clarify the research design (quasi-experimental pretest–posttest design).

· Specify the sample size (n = 60) directly in the abstract.

· Briefly mention the statistical method (paired sample t-test) more explicitly.

· Improve language precision (e.g., avoid repetition of “significant”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in general structure. The R&D approach using ADDIE is appropriate for model development. The statistical analysis (paired sample t-test) is suitable for comparing pretest and posttest data. Apart from these, I suggest the following scientific improvements to make it more novel:

1. Clarify sampling technique (random, purposive, census?).

2. Provide reliability and validity testing of instruments (Cronbach’s alpha, expert validation process).

3. Explain scale conversion for knowledge scores (0–1 interval).

4. Include effect size (e.g., Cohen’s d) to strengthen statistical interpretation.

5. Improve methodological transparency to enhance reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly recent  between 2020 to 2023, and relevant to green infrastructure and environmental education. However following might be done to expand:

· Some key literature on community-based environmental education and nature-based solutions could be expanded.

· More references from high-impact journals (e.g., Environmental Education Research, Journal of Environmental Management, Ecological Engineering) would strengthen the theoretical grounding.

· Ensure consistency in reference formatting (APA style needs minor corrections).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate language editing. So,  Professional English proofreading is recommended before publication. It includes the following issues:

· Inconsistent capitalization (e.g., “methods,” “Result”).

· Minor grammatical errors.

· Repetitive sentence structures.

· Some unclear phrasing in discussion section.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The discussion could be deepened by critically comparing findings with contrasting studies.

· Limitations of the study are not clearly stated and should be added.

· Practical implications and scalability of the ALICA model should be elaborated.

· A conceptual framework figure illustrating the ALICA model would enhance clarity.

· The manuscript would benefit from clearer subheading formatting.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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