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	Reviewer’s comment

	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 longitudinal bibliometric analysis of Climate Change Education (CCE) research spanning more than three decades (1993–2024). By systematically mapping publication trends, collaboration networks, thematic evolution, and funding patterns, the study offers valuable insights into the intellectual structure and growth trajectory of CCE as an emerging interdisciplinary field. The findings are particularly useful for researchers, policymakers, and educators seeking to understand global research priorities, gaps, and future directions in climate education. Overall, the manuscript contributes meaningfully to evidence-based educational policy and research planning in the context of global climate challenges.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and accurately reflects the scope and content of the study. It clearly signals the bibliometric and longitudinal nature of the analysis as well as the forward-looking research agenda. I recommend the title as “Climate Change Education Research: Past Trends, Present Publication Patterns, and Future Research Agenda”
	

	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 comprehensive and clearly outlines the purpose, data source, methodology, key findings, and significance of the study. It effectively highlights the rapid growth of CCE publications and the multidisciplinary nature of the field.

Suggestions:
· Slightly reduce numerical repetition (e.g., exact publication counts) to improve readability.

· Add one brief sentence explicitly stating the practical or policy relevance of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The bibliometric methodology is appropriate, clearly described, and consistently applied. The use of Scopus as a data source, PRISMA-2020 screening, and R-Biblioshiny for analysis aligns with accepted standards in scientometric research. The results are logically presented and adequately interpreted in relation to the research questions.

However, some sections would benefit from clearer differentiation between results and interpretive discussion, as these are occasionally interwoven.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are largely sufficient, relevant, and up-to-date. The manuscript includes a strong mix of foundational studies and recent (2022–2024) literature, particularly in climate education, bibliometrics, and interdisciplinary sustainability research. However, I suggest authors to:

· Ensure consistency in reference formatting (some entries lack complete bibliographic details).

· Consider adding 1–2 recent global policy-oriented CCE references (e.g., UNESCO or IPCC education-related reports) to strengthen policy linkage.


	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, and the manuscript is readable for an international academic audience. However, moderate language polishing is required. The manuscript has following issues:

· Occasional grammatical errors and awkward phrasing.

· Overuse of repetitive sentence structures.

· Some overly long sentences that would benefit from simplification.

A professional English language edit is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and tables are informative and well aligned with the analysis; however, captions could be made more concise and interpretive.
· The manuscript is relatively long; minor condensation in the Results section would improve flow without sacrificing content.
· The Future Research Agenda section is strong and actionable, though it could be better linked explicitly to earlier bibliometric findings.
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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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