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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 
 

 
1.The research content has some application and reference significance, but carbon estimation by biomass 
is a common research method in academia, and the overall article seems to lack of Novelty. 
2. Please explain whether the rootstock ratio of 0.26 mentioned in the paper is applicable to Bhawal National 
Park, Ghazipur, BGTB = AGB × 0.26, whether AGB is AGTB and whether there is any writing error. 
3.The article is about the amount of carbon sequestered in the forest, and all the tree species in the sample 
plots were sampled, so there should be other types of trees besides Sal trees, but only Sal trees are shown 
in the results. If the majority of the trees are Sal trees, then the types and percentages of the 240 trees 
should be shown to fully explain the results. 
4. The biomass calculation itself includes tree height and diameter at breast height, which are inherently 
correlated, so what is the significance of the correlation analysis in 3.5? What does it tell us about the 
problem? It is not explained in the article. 
5.There is only a conclusion part in the article, which lacks certain discussion and reflection. The overall 
analysis process of the article is less, basically the presentation of panel data. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1.Can the approximate locations of the plots P1,P2,P3be shown in the map, not just the coordinate locations. It is 
suggested to add a map for illustration. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 
 
 
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? 
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