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PART 1
	
	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.
	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to interdisciplinary climate scholarship by critically examining the political economy of global climate governance through a decolonial African lens. It challenges dominant vulnerability narratives and exposes structural asymmetries in climate finance, carbon markets, and resource extraction that perpetuate dependency. The paper's integration of empirical data, policy analysis, and critical discourse offers valuable insights for scholars in political ecology, climate justice, and African studies. 
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, The title is provocative and effectively signals the manuscript's critical stance. "The Great Green Heist" captures attention and aligns with the paper's argument about extractive climate relations. 
Rating: 4

	

	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
	YES, The abstract is generally comprehensive, covering the research focus, methodology, key findings, and policy implications. However, I suggest:

· Add: A clearer statement of the specific research questions or hypotheses guiding the analysis.

· Add: More precise methodological details (e.g., timeframe of document analysis, criteria for source selection).

· Clarify: The original theoretical contribution relative to existing decolonial climate scholarship.

Rating: 3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes.
Rating: 5
	

	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.

Rating: 4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not very clearly: 
Rating: 3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Very relevant but requires more of pied reviewed work,
Rating: 4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Generally recent (2020–2024)
Rating: 5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES

Rating: 4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES
Rating: 4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES

Rating: 5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES

Rating: 5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES

Rating: 3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	References are generally recent (2020–2024) and draw from reputable institutional sources (IPCC, UNEP, AfDB, OECD). The mix of peer-reviewed articles, policy reports, and investigative journalism supports the interdisciplinary approach. Suggestions for improvement:

· Add more peer-reviewed scholarship on: African climate politics (e.g., work by Joyeeta Gupta, Adenle et al.), carbon market governance (e.g., Lyster, Bakker), and decolonial environmental theory (e.g., Whyte, Mignolo).

· Reduce reliance on non-academic sources like Wikipedia and some news outlets for key empirical claims; replace with primary data or scholarly analyses where possible.

· Ensure consistency in citation format throughout (some in-text citations lack corresponding full references).

Rating: 4
	

	14. 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 manuscript is generally well-written with powerful rhetorical force. However, several issues affect scholarly polish:

Rating: 5
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	General Comments

Strengths:

•
Timely, important topic with significant policy relevance.

•
Bold, coherent argument challenging hegemonic climate narratives.

•
Effective use of tables to synthesize complex data and trade-offs.

•
Strong integration of quantitative indicators with qualitative critical analysis.

Areas for Improvement:

•
Strengthen methodological transparency: specify analytical framework, case selection criteria, and limitations.

•
Balance advocacy with empirical caution: acknowledge counter-arguments or complexities in climate finance mechanisms.

•
Improve structural flow: some sections (e.g., Sections 5–6) contain overlapping content that could be consolidated.

•
Clarify the manuscript's target audience and journal fit to guide tone and depth adjustments.


	


PART  3: 

	

	
	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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Ibanibo Tamunotonye Sotonye, Rivers State University, Nigeria
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