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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 paper dives deep into the sorry state of Vietnam's Northeast region's natural evergreen broadleaf forests, those vital green lungs that are crumbling under pressure, with a sharp, numbers-backed analysis of where they stand, how they're scattered across the landscape, and who's (or who's not) steering the ship on their upkeep. What really sets it apart is how it weaves together forest data from across multiple provinces to expose deep-rooted flaws in the oversight system, while zeroing in on the most urgent spots for revival. These insights aren't just academic; they offer real guidance for shaping forest policies, safeguarding biodiversity, and smarter land decisions throughout Southeast Asia. Ultimately, it shines a light on a blind spot in the field by breaking down the forests' splintered patterns and the uneven way resources get handed out—stuff that's tough to find laid out so clearly anywhere else.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title, “The Status of Area and Distribution of Natural Evergreen Broadleaf Forests Classified as Poor Production Forests in Northeast Vietnam”, is generally accurate and reflective of the manuscript’s scope. 
	

	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 fantastic job capturing the study's backdrop, techniques, standout results, and actionable policy insights, all while underscoring the alarming scale of forest degradation and the tangled web of governance obstacles that come with it. To polish it further and make it pop even more, consider weaving in the data's timeframe right from the start—like that 2023 forest assessment tied to Decision 861, which surfaces later in the paper but would land better with an early mention. Those hefty, idea-stuffed sentences could benefit from a trim to improve the overall rhythm and keep readers engaged without the mental whiplash. While the methods get a nod through vague terms like "comprehensive data collection and analysis," grounding it with specifics—such as "leveraging national forest inventory data from 12 provinces"—would add real weight and credibility. And for the keywords, sprinkling in extras like "fragmentation," "forest governance," or "landscape restoration" could seriously amp up its visibility in searches, drawing in more folks who need to see this work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	All in all, this paper stands strong on solid scientific ground, drawing from trustworthy sources like the 2023 national forest status report and key Vietnamese regulations to build a clear, logical case with some impressively sturdy quantitative backing. That said, a handful of tweaks could sharpen its edges: the methods section leaves out key details on things like statistical approaches, GIS tools, or how the data was vetted, which makes it harder to fully trust the behind-the-scenes work; there's no real nod to uncertainties or the kinds of classification slip-ups that often sneak into massive inventories like these; a few interpretations venture a touch beyond what's strictly shown in the results—for example, those confident claims about household management skills ring true but would land better with some citations or fresh evidence to prop them up; and the spatial breakdowns feel a bit surface-level without maps or visuals to really bring those distribution patterns to life. Even with those gaps, though, the main crunch of the numbers feels dependable and thoughtfully unpacked, making it a worthwhile read overall.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list does a solid job leaning on Vietnamese government docs and national reports—they're spot-on and crucial for grounding this in the local context, but here's the thing: it's light on broader scientific voices from around the world, like those peer-reviewed papers digging into global or regional angles on stuff like how forests get chopped up, restoring tropical ones, or smarter ways to manage them. Most of what you've got is from official institutional spots in the last few years (2020–2024), which is fresh and great, but it'd feel even more robust if you mixed in some academic gems to show how these fits into the big picture of forest research globally. If you're up for it (no pressure), I'd suggest dipping into things like studies on wear-and-tear plus comeback stories for Asian tropical woods, pieces on how small land plots fragment bigger forest views, research on folks-led management and whether it really works, or tips for helping tropical forests roll with climate punches—tossing in just 5–7 solid international journal articles could really amp up the manuscript's credibility and make it sing academically.
	

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


	The manuscript comes across as clear and comprehensible, but its English could use some solid polishing to sharpen that academic edge—think moderate tweaks for smoother flow and precision. You'll want to break up those marathon sentences that can leave readers gasping for air, iron out the sporadic grammar hiccups like wonky articles, mismatched verbs, or skipped connectors, standardize capitalization (for instance, flipping "material and methods" to the proper "Materials and Methods"), dial back the echoey wording in parts of the discussion, and sweep away those little typos that sneak in. Handing it off to a pro editor would really elevate the whole thing, making it read effortlessly while keeping everything tight and cohesive.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· This paper delivers a treasure trove of data and a really insightful look at the region in question—it's got a lot going for it.

· The discussion dives deep, which is great, but it sometimes veers into storytelling or personal takes; sharpening it up with more solid evidence would amp up its scholarly punch.

· It'd be awesome to toss in a map or two illustrating the geographic spread—that could really elevate the whole piece.

· Some section packs in plenty of detail, but trimming it down and shifting toward sharper analysis over pure description might make it even stronger.

· The tables do a solid job conveying info, but for some tables (like Table 1) feel a bit sprawling—pairing it with some quick summary visuals or a sleeker design could make it pop more.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO
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