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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 contributes to the scientific understanding of carbon sequestration in West African mangrove ecosystems, a region where such data remain scarce. By focusing specifically on Rhizophora racemosa and applying field-based biomass estimation using Kauffman’s allometric equations, the study provides reliable and context-specific data on carbon stocks across varying degrees of mangrove degradation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is fine but it can be changed into "Carbon Sequestration Potential of Rhizophora racemosa in Mangroves of Southeastern Azagny National Park, Côte d’Ivoire"

More concise and polished; "potential" reflects the assessment nature, and "southeastern" is clearer than "south-east."


	

	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 provides a general overview of the study, including its objective, methodology, and major findings. It clearly identifies the focus on carbon sequestration by Rhizophora racemosa in different mangrove conditions. But I suggest there are areas where clarity, structure, and scientific completeness could be improved. For example:

· The objectives and methods are present but briefly described.

· The numerical results are included but lack interpretation.

· The implications of the findings are briefly touched on but not fully developed.

· Some minor grammatical and stylistic improvements could enhance readability.

My recommendations:

Adding:

· A clearer statement of the research gap (e.g., lack of data on R. racemosa carbon sequestration in Côte d’Ivoire).

· A brief note on the methodology (e.g., number of plots, how biomass was calculated using Kauffman’s allometric equation).

· The significance of findings for climate policy (e.g., REDD+).

Changing:

· The sentence structure for improved flow and clarity.

· Replace “representing 39% of the total carbon” with clearer wording (e.g., “accounting for 39% of total carbon stocks”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, the manuscript has weaknesses in the following areas that needs improvements before consideration for publication. 

1. The study appears to be based on a single temporal snapshot. Without temporal data or long-term monitoring, it's difficult to assess carbon sequestration trends over time or account for seasonal variations.

2. Although plots are mentioned, the manuscript does not provide enough detail on the number of plots per biotope, replication strategy, or how representative the sampling is across the landscape, which could affect the robustness of the biomass estimates.

3. The manuscript does not report confidence intervals or error margins for the biomass and carbon stock estimates. Without this, the precision and reliability of the estimates remain unclear.

4. Mangrove sediments are known to store significant amounts of carbon, yet the study only considers above-ground and below-ground biomass, omitting a key component of total ecosystem carbon storage.

5. While REDD+ is mentioned, the manuscript does not sufficiently link the findings to current national or regional policy frameworks, which weakens its potential application in conservation planning.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are minor changes that needs to be done in the references, like;
1.  Some references (e.g., Bourden, 2013) are listed twice, and a few are somewhat outdated for a current manuscript, missing recent advances post-2015.

2. The manuscript lacks more recent peer-reviewed studies (especially from the last 5 years) that could provide updated methodologies or comparative case studies.

3. The reference list could be improved by including more comparative global studies on mangrove carbon sequestration to better situate the findings in an international context.


	

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


	I recommend changes should be done in the following areas of the language;

1. The manuscript communicates key ideas clearly but would benefit from improved sentence structure and flow in some sections, especially in the abstract and methodology. In addition, some sentences are overly long or repetitive, which can reduce readability.

2. There are several grammatical issues, including inconsistent verb tenses, subject-verb agreement problems, and awkward phrasing (e.g., “Flight (wood)” instead of “Volume (wood)”). Some expressions are direct translations from French, leading to unnatural or unclear English phrasing, please cross check.

3. Scientific terms are generally used appropriately, but consistency in terms like “biomass,” “carbon stock,” and “CO₂ equivalent” should be improved.

4. There are inconsistencies in punctuation, spacing, and capitalization, particularly in tables, figure captions, and reference formatting.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important ecological issue by quantifying the carbon sequestration potential of Rhizophora racemosa in different mangrove conditions in Côte d’Ivoire, contributing valuable data to a region with limited existing research. The methodology is generally appropriate and the results are clearly presented, highlighting the significant impact of degradation on carbon storage. However, the manuscript would benefit from improvements in language clarity, greater methodological detail, and the inclusion of recent and more diverse references as I have recommended above. Strengthening the discussion of policy implications and addressing minor scientific and formatting inconsistencies would further enhance the paper’s overall quality and relevance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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