Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Environment and Climate Change  

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJECC_154982

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Economic Valuation of Blue Carbon Ecosystems: Methods, Challenges, and Policy Implications

	Type of the Article
	Review Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 timely and much-needed synthesis of the rapidly evolving field of blue carbon economics. Its primary value to the scientific community lies in its comprehensive integration of complex topics from disparate valuation methodologies and scientific uncertainties to market mechanisms and governance challenges into a single, coherent framework. By clearly outlining the persistent gaps between scientific understanding, economic valuation, and policy implementation, the review serves as a crucial roadmap for future interdisciplinary research. It effectively highlights where methodological rigor is needed most and underscores the importance of co-benefits, thereby pushing the research agenda beyond a narrow carbon-centric focus to support more holistic and effective conservation strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It is accurate, comprehensive, and clearly reflects the manuscript's core focus on methods, challenges, and policy implications. It effectively sets the reader's expectations for the review'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 is comprehensive and well-structured, effectively summarizing the review's purpose, methods, key findings, and conclusions. It successfully captures the main themes of the paper.

Minor Suggestions for Improvement:

· In the sentence "This review synthesizes, evidence on the economic valuation..." there is an extra comma that should be removed.

· The phrase "governance riddle" is a bit informal for an abstract. Consider replacing it with something more direct like "governance challenges" or "institutional obstacles" for greater clarity and formality.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The review accurately represents the current state of knowledge, including the scientific uncertainties (e.g., carbon accounting), the strengths and weaknesses of various economic valuation methods, and the real-world market and governance barriers. The arguments are well-supported by citations from the peer-reviewed literature, and the conclusions drawn are logical and consistent with the evidence presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are both sufficient and recent. The manuscript draws on a wide and authoritative body of literature, including foundational papers and a substantial number of very recent publications from 2023-2026. This demonstrates a thorough engagement with the latest developments in the field. The reference list is a major strength of the paper.
	

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


	The language and English quality are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is well-written and the arguments are clear. However, there are several grammatical errors, missing words, and awkward phrasings throughout the text that should be corrected during a minor revision to improve its professional polish. Examples include:

· Page 1, Abstract: "synthesizes, , evidence" (extra comma).

· Page 2, Section 1.2: "positive ripple effects as it may also help unlocking financial capital" (should be "help unlock").

· Page 4, Section 3.2.1: "The so-called hedonistic price method" (the correct term is "hedonic pricing method").

· Page 5, Section 3.2.2: "Contingent valuation method involves a hypothetical which is presented" (awkward phrasing).

A thorough proofread is recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is an excellent and highly valuable review article. It is well-organized, comprehensive, and addresses a topic of critical importance for climate policy and sustainable development. The inclusion of summary tables and figures (like Table 1 and Table 2) effectively synthesizes complex information for the reader. The "Path Forward" section provides a constructive and actionable conclusion. The manuscript makes a significant contribution to the field.
(The score falls within the "Accept As It Is" range, as the minor grammatical issues can be easily handled during the copyediting/proofreading stage and do not require a revision from the authors before acceptance).

Based on its scientific rigor, comprehensive scope, relevance, and clarity, this manuscript is of very high quality. The minor grammatical issues do not detract from its significant scholarly merit.
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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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