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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 
the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The work can be published after a major review that responds to the following problems: 
1) clarification of the measured data and those calculated in the model; 
2) specifying the volume of the shaft sample and approximation of the forecast errors depending on the total population 
of trees in the experimental situ; 
3) The dimensional control of the equations used their numbering and writing them with the editor of the text publisher, 
Word. 
For results and conclusions, it is very important to specify if, apart from DBH (D), H (measured) and the density of wood 
(from literature) there were other independent sizes. With these data, it was calculated by linear relations AGB, AGC and 
BGB. It is not understood how to calculate or measure TAGC, TBGB with which TCS and TCO2 are then calculated. 
This procedure (through the calculation relationships makes superfluous the affirmation of a very close correlation 
between AGB and BGB, because they are calculated according to the other through a linear relationship (2.4.2). Only if 
AGB and BGB were measured, then the correlation would be interesting. The situation is the same for the correlations 
between the other variables related to linear relationships. The authors must clarify this aspect. 
4) The authors must also review the conclusions, depending on the above statements and also regarding the statement 
regarding the decrease of the carbon stock in the soil generated by the ageing of the plantation. 
5) A control of the English language is recommended with the text editor but also using independent sources (for 
example Grammarly Free or Higher version, or other programs). The publisher is recommended to specify the version of 
the English language approved by the journal (the UK, US, India, etc.). 
In the reviewed manuscript, attached to the review, I noted the locations of some of the problems to be demanded 
above. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

- 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

I suggest to the authors the introduction of several images with the plantations evaluated in the research and the 
measurements carried out. We also suggested possible GIS maps, which, also with the text map (fig. 1) have the 
advantage of being developed as a database (with prospects of monitoring plantations and implicitly carbon storage) 
And also, with the perspective of the possibility of using very modern working tools - imaging or outlawing satellite 
images to obtain vegetation information. 
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PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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