Review Form-1

	

	Journal Name:
	 
Journal of Global Ecology and Environment

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOGEE_14648

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Spatiotemporal Quantification of Carbon Flux Dynamics in Malawi’s Forest Ecosystems and Other Land-Use Systems

	Type of the Article
	Research Article


PART 1
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
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	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 study provides robust and low-uncertainty estimates of carbon dynamics in the LULUCF sector, contributing to improved greenhouse gas accounting in developing countries. It advances methodological integration by combining IPCC guidelines with remote sensing and Monte Carlo uncertainty analysis. The findings offer critical insights into emission reduction pathways and carbon sequestration potential in tropical forest systems. Furthermore, the study supports the development of credible carbon markets and strengthens transparency in climate reporting frameworks.
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
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	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
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	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
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