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	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 addresses an important gap in the forestry management literature for Vietnam’s Central Highlands region. The paper provides quantitative data on the scale, spatial distribution, and ownership structure of degraded natural evergreen broadleaf forests in the former Gia Lai province — information that is directly relevant for policy makers and forest managers seeking to improve management outcomes. By identifying the institutional bottleneck posed by Commune People’s Committees managing 40% of total forest area without specialized capacity, the study offers actionable insights applicable beyond this province. The work also contributes to an emerging comparative literature on forest governance fragmentation in Vietnam, complementing recent findings from Northeast Vietnam, and thus supports evidence-based national-level policy reform discussions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and accurately reflects the scope and content of the manuscript. It clearly communicates the study region, the forest type, and the three main analytical dimensions (scale, distribution, and forest owner). No alternative title is needed.
	

	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 is generally comprehensive and accurately summarizes the study’s objectives, methods, key findings, and implications. The total forest area, number of plots, district coverage, and ownership breakdown are all clearly stated. One minor suggestion: the abstract could briefly mention the comparative dimension with Northeast Vietnam that appears in the Discussion, as this would strengthen the broader relevance of the work. Additionally, the abstract mentions Forest Enterprises (12,832.85 ha) but the main text consistently uses the term Forestry Companies — this inconsistency should be harmonized throughout the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. The descriptive statistical approach is appropriate for the secondary data used. However, the following issues require attention: (1) In Table 2, the column header reads “Districts” but the rows list ownership categories — this label should be corrected to “Ownership Categories.” (2) In Section 3.2, Private Enterprises are listed as 143.57 ha, while the abstract states 143.51 ha — this numerical discrepancy must be resolved. (3) In Table 2, row 2 (Chu Prong), the Protection Forest Management Board area appears as “3,19.87” which seems to be a typographical error (likely 319.87 ha) and should be verified. (4) The claim in Section 3.3.2 that field observations demonstrate management deficiencies should either cite a source or clarify these are the authors’ own field observations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and reasonably recent. The foundational works (Ostrom 1990; Porter-Bolland et al. 2012; Meyfroidt & Lambin 2011) are appropriately cited, and the recent Pham et al. (2025) comparison with Northeast Vietnam adds valuable context. Suggested improvements: (1) Several institutional citations (e.g., Gia Lai Forest Protection and Development Fund 2022) lack full bibliographic details such as report title and publisher — these should be completed. (2) Additional peer-reviewed literature on forest tenure in Vietnam and Southeast Asia could further strengthen the discussion. (3) The Center for Biodiversity Conservation and Nature (2019) reference should include author names where available.
	

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


	The English quality is generally adequate for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clearly structured and the arguments are logically presented. However, professional language editing is recommended before final acceptance. Key issues: (1) The clarification about the July 2025 administrative merger is repeated almost verbatim multiple times — it should be stated clearly once and referenced briefly thereafter. (2) Some sentences in Section 3.3 are overly long and would benefit from being divided for clarity. (3) Minor grammatical inconsistencies appear throughout that a professional edit would resolve.
The English quality is generally adequate for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clearly structured and the main arguments are logically presented. However, English editing is recommended before final acceptance. Specific issues include: occasional awkward phrasing (e.g., “the former Gia Lai as it existed prior to the July 2025 administrative merger” is repeated almost verbatim multiple times and could be stated once and abbreviated thereafter); minor grammatical inconsistencies; and some sentences in Section 3.3 are overly long and would benefit from being broken up for clarity. A professional language edit is advised.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The abstract and text inconsistently use “Forest Enterprises” and “Forestry Companies” for the same ownership category — a single term should be used throughout. 2. The paper would benefit from a brief set of concrete policy recommendations in the conclusion. 3. The repeated administrative merger caveats appear five times across different sections — consider consolidating into a single well-placed note.
The repeated clarifications about the July 2025 administrative merger are important for accuracy but appear too frequently (abstract, introduction, study site, results, and conclusion). Consider consolidating this caveat into a single footnote or note at first mention, then using a consistent shortened form. 2. The paper focuses exclusively on descriptive analysis of existing data. While this is clearly stated as the scope, a brief forward-looking section or set of concrete policy recommendations would enhance the paper’s practical contribution. 3. Minor typographical issue: in Table 2, row 2 (Chu Prong), the Protection Forest Management Board figure appears as “3,19.87” which seems to be a formatting error (likely 319.87 ha). This should be verified and corrected.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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