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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.
	This manuscript is valuable for the scientific community because it helps explain how livelihood capitals influence people’s access to ecosystem resources in vulnerable rural areas like the Sundarban. The study provides useful insights into the challenges faced by forest-dependent communities in maintaining sustainable livelihoods. It also adds practical evidence that can support researchers, policymakers, and development organizations working on rural development, sustainability, and natural resource management. In addition, the findings can help guide future strategies to improve local livelihoods while protecting ecosystem resources.
	


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
	 3 = Satisfactory 

The title includes important ideas such as provisioning services, livelihood capitals, and sustainability, and it clearly mentions the study area, Gosaba in the Sundarban. This makes the reader understand the general focus of the research. However, the title is not very smooth grammatically and feels difficult to read. The phrase “influenced by livelihood capitals and sustainability” is somewhat unclear and does not clearly show the relationship among the variables. It would be better if the title clearly stated whether the study is examining the influence, relationship, or determinants of access to provisioning services.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The abstract covers the main parts of the study, including the background, objectives, methods, key findings, and recommendations. It clearly explains the focus on livelihood capitals and access to provisioning services in Gosaba, Sundarban.

However, some sentences are lengthy and slightly unclear, which affects readability. The abstract would be stronger if it presented the findings more concisely and included clearer quantitative results. Minor grammatical improvements are also needed. Overall, the abstract is informative and well-structured, but it can be improved with clearer and more concise writing.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

The keywords are clear and closely related to the main focus of the study. Terms like provisioning services, livelihood capital, and sustainability help readers quickly understand the topic of the research. They are also useful for indexing and searching the article.

However, a few keywords are quite broad. Including more location- or context-specific terms, such as “Sundarban” or “ecosystem services,” would make them more effective.

Overall, the keywords are appropriate and useful, with only minor improvements needed.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The background is informative and well organized. It clearly explains the study context and supports the research problem with relevant literature. However, some parts are too lengthy and repetitive.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The objectives are clear and related to the study problem. Presenting them more briefly and separately would improve clarity.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and includes important studies. However, some references are old, and the review could be more concise and analytical.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The methodology fits the study objectives and explains the sampling and analysis methods clearly. Still, some sections are too detailed and difficult to follow.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
Ethical considerations such as consent and confidentiality are not clearly mentioned in the manuscript.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The results are clearly presented with tables and explanations. Some findings could be summarized more concisely.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables and figures are relevant and helpful. A few tables could be simplified for easier understanding.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion relates the findings with previous studies well. More critical comparison would strengthen it further.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are mostly supported by the findings and recommendations are relevant to the study results.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The study limitations are not clearly discussed, which reduces the transparency of the research.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are relevant and sufficient. However, there are minor inconsistencies in formatting.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is understandable, but grammatical errors and repetitive sentences affect readability. Language editing is needed.
	


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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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