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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 manuscript addresses a critical issue in urban sustainability, focusing on stormwater management in port Harcourt Nigeria. The growing urbanization, coupled with poor drainage systems, has exacerbated flooding in the area, leading to significant environmental, economic, and public health impact. The results of the study could help inform future stormwater management strategies and contribute to the growing body of research in urban environment.
	





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
	The title is clear and effectively communicates the study s focus on green infrastructure and stormwater management.
Rate: 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
	The abstract provides a clear summary of the study s purpose, methods and findings. However, it could benefit from a more detailed explanation of the results and the implication of the study.
Rate: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are relevant though expanding to include terms such as flooding, urban runoff, or sustainability could enhance discoverability
Rate: 4
	

	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
	yes, the background provides a comprehensive overview of the context, the existing challenges, and the potential of green infrastructure in port Harcourt
Rate: 4
	

	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
	The objectives are clearly defined and aligned with the study’s focus on assessing the efficiency of green infrastructure in stormwater management.
Rate: 4
	

	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
	The literature review is relevant and references recent studies. However more current research (from the past 5years) on green infrastructure in similar contexts would strengthen the review
Rate: 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
	The methodology is appropriate for the research objectives. The sampling technique is clearly defined
Rate: 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
	 Yes, there were properly addressed
Rate: 5



	

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

	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
	
Excellent presentation of tables and figures they are relevant and necessary   for understanding the findings
      Rate: 5
	

	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
	The discussion is connected to the finding and existing literature. It could however benefit from a deeper comparison to studies from similar urban environments benefit from a deeper comparison to studies from similar urban environments
	

	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
	Yes, the conclusions are directly supported by the findings and align with the research objectives

          Rate: 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
	The limitation including lack of awareness among residents are addressed. A more detailed discussion on the limitations of the research methodology could be added
          Rate: 4
	

	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
	The references are relevant though there could be a more extensive review of international studies on green infrastructure in urban areas

           Rate: 4
	

	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
	
The article is well written; with clear and concise language suitable for an academic audience
Rate: 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 suitable 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract could include a brief mention of the methodology and findings to offer a more complete overview
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct with data supporting the conclusion 
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
While the references are sufficient, including more recent studies 2018 and above would improve it’s currency
	

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

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

	No, ethical guidelines are appropriately followed
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript is strong and provides valuable insights into green infrastructure for stormwater management in Port Harcourt. The primary recommendation for improvement is to update the literature review with more recent studies and enhance the discussion by comparing results with studies from other tropical urban areas 


	




Reviewer details:
Hassane Bassirou, University of Lomé, Togo



Page 4 of 4
V240326


