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	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 provides a comprehensive synthesis of global mangrove distribution, change dynamics, and their climate relevance using recent high-resolution remote sensing datasets. It integrates ecological, geospatial, and policy dimensions, offering valuable insights into the drivers of mangrove loss, stabilization, and recovery. The paper’s comparative analysis across regions and incorporation of blue carbon data significantly contribute to advancing global understanding of mangrove ecosystem resilience and climate mitigation potential.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	the current title, “Mangrove Forests in a Changing World: Distribution, Change, Drivers, and Climate Relevance,” is clear, comprehensive, and accurately reflects the manuscript’s scope. It effectively captures the key themes of spatial distribution, temporal change, driving forces, and climate significance. I don’t think the author needs to change the title. 
	

	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.


	To enhance clarity and scientific depth, I recommend the author/s has/have to do the following refinements:

1. Add a brief statement of the study’s methodological approach. For instance, mention the integration of Global Mangrove Watch (GMW v3.0) and High-resolution Global Mangrove Forest Map (HGMF_2020) datasets, to highlight the study’s empirical foundation.

2. Include a concise summary of regional variations. A sentence noting that losses are concentrated in Southeast Asia while stabilization occurs in South America and Oceania would strengthen the global context.

3. Conclude with a more explicit policy or management implication.  Findings underscore the need for integrating mangrove monitoring, restoration, and policy measures into national climate adaptation frameworks.

4. Consider minor condensation. A few sentences could be tightened to improve readability without losing content, particularly in the section discussing mangrove ecosystem functions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-supported by recent and credible literature. It demonstrates a strong command of both the ecological and geospatial dimensions of mangrove science. The author effectively integrates findings from authoritative sources such as Global Mangrove Watch (GMW v3.0), High-resolution Global Mangrove Forest Map (HGMF_2020), and peer-reviewed studies (e.g., Donato et al., 2011; Friess et al., 2022; Bunting et al., 2022), ensuring scientific accuracy and up-to-date data interpretation. However, a few minor refinements could enhance scientific rigor:

1. Clarify how datasets were compared or harmonized to ensure methodological transparency.

2. Include a brief note on data uncertainty or spatial resolution differences between datasets.

3. Provide quantitative summaries (e.g., percentage changes per region) where possible to strengthen the analytical clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are comprehensive, current, and well-selected, covering a broad spectrum of recent and foundational studies on mangrove ecology, blue carbon, remote sensing, and climate change. The manuscript effectively integrates both classic references (e.g., Alongi, 2002; Donato et al., 2011; Lewis, 2005) and recent works (e.g., Bunting et al., 2022; Friess et al., 2022; Jia et al., 2023; Bardhan, 2024; Selvaraj et al., 2025), which demonstrates strong engagement with the latest scientific developments.

The inclusion of high-impact journals such as Nature Reviews Earth & Environment, Science, and Annual Review of Environment and Resources also adds depth and credibility.

However, to further strengthen the reference base, especially regarding climate resilience, socio-ecological integration, and blue carbon policy frameworks, I recommend the following additional sources:

1. Spalding, M., & Leal, M. (2021). The State of the World’s Mangroves 2021. Global Mangrove Alliance. 
2. Worthington, T. A., et al. (2020). Harnessing the power of mangroves for climate change mitigation and adaptation. Nature Climate Change, 10(11), 957–964. 
3. Friess, D. A., & Webb, E. L. (2014). Variability in mangrove change estimates and implications for ecosystem service valuation. PLOS ONE, 9(9), e107206. 
4. Siikamäki, J., Sanchirico, J. N., & Jardine, S. L. (2019). Global blue carbon: Economic and policy potential of mangrove ecosystems. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(23), 11184–11190.
	

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


	To my view, the language and English quality of the manuscript are highly suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, precise, and academically structured, with appropriate use of scientific terminology and formal tone throughout. The author demonstrates a strong command of English grammar, syntax, and vocabulary, ensuring that complex ecological and geospatial concepts are communicated effectively.

The manuscript also maintains excellent logical flow and coherence, with well-organized sections, from global distribution and change analysis to policy and restoration frameworks. Transitions between ideas are smooth, and technical terms are correctly used within a disciplinary context.

However, a few minor stylistic adjustments could further improve readability and professional polish:

1. Simplify a few long sentences in the introduction and discussion for smoother readability.

2. Standardize tense usage (preferably past tense for describing results and present tense for general statements).

3. Ensure consistent formatting of species names (italicized) and dataset names (non-italicized).
	

	Optional/General comments


	No general comments 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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