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[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of 

the article. 
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The article intends to offer a systematic overview of the current standing of its topic 

with the intention to map existing gaps in our knowledge and understanding of urban 

climate change management. I suggest the revision of the title due to the following 

(mostly stylistic) problems: 

1. The word “scholarship” seems to be easy to be misunderstood in a title 

offering little context. To use it instead of “science”, “(scientific) research”, 

“(scientific) knowledge” and the like seems to me a bit too old fashioned, 

pompous or emotionally loaded. 

2. I would not advise the use of a question as the title of a scientific article unless 

a subtitle of explanatory nature is added. 

3. The title does not mirror the real value of the article, namely the “added 

value” it creates, namely the identification of new recognitions readily 

applicable in practice. 

Suggestion for a title: Institutionalising urban climate action: Recent recognitions. 

(or similar) 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 

results. 
5 

The presentation of objectives, methods and results I have found pretty clear and 

relatively easy to follow. 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
4 

The academic language used in the article meets my expectations. Minor mistakes 

(e.g. the unnecessary use of commas after the abbreviation “e.g.”; mixing -ise and -

ize spellings within the text; missing periods at the end of sentences within table 

cells and sometimes also within the text; repetitions, especially in the Conclusions) 

should be corrected. Also, the formatting should be double-checked (different font 

within Table 1, forgetting about hyphenation, the table caption for Table 2 missing, 

the unusual formatting of the References section.).  
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(Please insert your comments) 
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5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5 
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The author provides what is promised in the introduction.  

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
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The Conclusions part contains more of a summary, therefore I suggest the 
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7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5 

(Please insert your comments) 



I see no reason to use centred alignment in the references. I suggest to check the 

guide for formatting requirements. 
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(models for adaptation, good practices, etc.) in the future. I guess that the author will 

continue the research also in this direction, and am eagerly looking for its continuation.  
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