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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 provides a report about the importance of Nypa fruticans in a particular area. While this is focused on a smaller region, it adds to the growing literature surrounding this. It also provides additional information, including environmental conditions, that can help elucidate the particular region, but provide additional data for other studies to use for comparisons as the literature grows. This is in addition to understanding changing environmental conditions and how it may affect things moving forward.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract does a fair job at showing what was done and its importance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, although language could help make this clearer.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	For the most part, although I have marked several things that need fixing/editing in the Track Changes version of the paper.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall the paper does a fair job at seeming to discuss what its goal was. Focusing on a particular region, the conditions surrounding that are listed within the paper. There are places where the wording is confusing, and I have pointed these out in the Track Changes version I will also attach. There are some things dealing with consistency that also need to be improved, and these are also shown in the Track Changes version. Additionally, there are some areas that need clarity. Some of these need further information, and some of them just need more explanation, but these are all pointed out in the Track Changes version. Figure 1 also needs some additional edits to make it more useful.
One thing I will point out is that there is a lot of discussion about the sizes of the Nipa population, and “Map A” is constantly said to have the highest or largest population, but that seems pretty straight forward because it is so much larger in actual size compared to the others.

What decided the sizes of the maps (which I would also call study areas rather than ‘maps’)? Was there a reason behind deciding what made up each study area? That should be mentioned, and maybe then it would make more sense or help clarify the differences in populations. If the study areas were decided at random, then the largest area giving the largest population would be explicit and wouldn’t mean much scientifically.

These kinds of things would help the study become more important, and more useful for other studies to cite moving forward.
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