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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 is important because it highlights bamboo’s dual role in climate change mitigation, capturing carbon both in biomass and in phytolith-occluded carbon (PhytOC). Through a comparative study of Bambusa balcooa and Bambusa vulgaris, it demonstrates that carbon storage potential varies by species and plant part, with B. vulgaris showing higher organic carbon and PhytOC despite B. balcooa accumulating more phytoliths. By linking species-specific differences to long-term carbon storage, the study provides clarity on an often-overlooked mechanism of carbon sequestration in tropical ecosystems. This is especially relevant in the Indian context, where bamboo covers vast areas but has been less studied compared to forest trees. The results not only strengthen our understanding of bamboo in the global carbon cycle but also offer practical insights for selecting high-performing species in reforestation and climate mitigation projects.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, “Comparative Analysis of Carbon Sequestration Potential and Phytolith-Occluded Carbon in Two Bamboo Species from Coimbatore, India”, is generally suitable as it accurately reflects the scope and content of the study. It clearly conveys that the work is a comparative study, focused on carbon sequestration and phytolith-occluded carbon, and specifies the geographic context. This clarity helps readers understand the central theme before engaging with the manuscript. However, the title is somewhat lengthy and could be refined for better readability. For instance, explicitly naming the bamboo species, Bambusa balcooa and Bambusa vulgaris, might strengthen the scientific precision and improve searchability in databases. At the same time, trimming the length slightly without losing meaning could make it more accessible. A more concise version could emphasize the species studied and the broader environmental implications, such as climate change mitigation. For example, a rephrased version might read, “Carbon Sequestration and Phytolith-Occluded Carbon in Bambusa balcooa and Bambusa vulgaris from Coimbatore, India”, which preserves accuracy while improving flow. Alternatively, framing it as “Comparative Carbon Storage Potential of Bambusa balcooa and Bambusa vulgaris in Southern India” gives a cleaner presentation while still communicating the comparative aspect and scientific focus.


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract of the article is fairly comprehensive, as it outlines the research problem, objectives, methods, results, and broader implications in a logical flow. It clearly situates the study within the context of rising atmospheric carbon dioxide and positions bamboo as an effective natural solution for carbon sequestration. By comparing Bambusa balcooa and Bambusa vulgaris, the abstract highlights key findings, such as higher organic carbon and phytolith-occluded carbon in B. vulgaris and greater phytolith accumulation in B. balcooa. It also notes the identification of five phytolith morphotypes and emphasizes the importance of these results for long-term carbon storage and climate change mitigation. While the abstract successfully conveys the scientific contribution, it could be improved by reducing the amount of numerical detail and focusing more on the trends and implications, which would make it more accessible to a broader readership without losing scientific rigor.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct, as it follows a clear research framework that aligns with established methods in plant science and carbon sequestration studies. The objectives are well defined, focusing on the comparative analysis of carbon content, phytolith concentration, and phytolith occluded carbon in two bamboo species. The methodology, including sampling, moisture determination, combustion analysis for organic carbon, and standard protocols for phytolith and PhytOC extraction, is appropriate and based on recognized procedures. Statistical analysis through ANOVA and Duncan’s Multiple Range Test also supports the reliability of the results.

The results are logically presented, showing distinct differences between species and plant parts, and the discussion connects these findings to existing literature. The manuscript correctly interprets the higher organic carbon and PhytOC levels in Bambusa vulgaris compared to Bambusa balcooa, while also explaining the importance of phytolith variation. The conclusions are careful and realistic, noting the study’s limitations, such as focusing only on leaves and branches while excluding culms and below ground biomass. While the science is sound, the manuscript could be improved by tightening the presentation. Some sections contain too much numerical detail that might be better summarized in prose, and certain claims, particularly those regarding climate change mitigation, would be stronger if more directly linked to global carbon cycle models or policy frameworks.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are moderately sufficient, but they are not very recent. Many of the cited works fall between 2009 and 2015, with a few extending to 2017 and 2018. While these sources are credible and relevant for establishing the background on carbon sequestration, phytolith research, and bamboo ecology, most of them are now a few years old. In fast-developing fields like climate change mitigation and carbon sequestration, relying heavily on studies that are nearly a decade old can make a paper appear dated.

For example, key citations such as Yuen et al. (2017), Yang et al. (2018), Ru et al. (2018), and Tao et al. (2020) are among the most recent ones included. However, there is little coverage of literature published after 2020. Since research in carbon storage, bamboo ecology, and phytolith-occluded carbon has expanded significantly in the last five years, the paper would benefit from incorporating more recent findings to demonstrate awareness of current advances. While the references provide a solid foundation, they are somewhat stale by current standards. The manuscript would be strengthened by updating the reference list with studies published after 2020, especially those addressing carbon sequestration potential in bamboo, updated global carbon models, and recent applications of phytolith analysis.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication, though it could be refined for better readability. The manuscript applies appropriate scientific terminology and maintains a formal tone that fits academic standards. The structure is well organized, with clear sections for the abstract, introduction, methods, results, discussion, and conclusion. Sentences are generally correct, and the progression of ideas is logical. However, the writing is often dense and heavily packed with data, which disrupts the flow. At times, sentences are longer than necessary and could be shortened to improve clarity. For example, the abstract and results sections present too many numerical values, which would be easier to follow if summarized as trends instead of precise figures. The discussion also repeats certain findings, and some phrasing feels slightly awkward, making the text harder to read smoothly.

In summary, while the English is sufficient for scholarly communication, the manuscript would benefit from careful editing to make it more concise and polished. Streamlining sentences, reducing redundancy, and balancing the presentation of data with interpretation would make the paper clearer and more engaging for a wider academic audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents an interesting and valuable contribution to understanding the role of bamboo in carbon sequestration and phytolith-occluded carbon storage. The comparative approach between Bambusa balcooa and Bambusa vulgaris adds originality, and the work provides data that can be useful for both ecological research and climate change mitigation strategies. The study is well structured, and the objectives are clearly met. That said, the paper could be strengthened by tightening the writing style and reducing the volume of raw numerical data presented in the abstract and results sections. A greater emphasis on summarizing trends and highlighting broader implications would improve accessibility for a wider readership. Updating the reference list with more recent studies would also help situate the work in the context of current developments in carbon sequestration research. The manuscript is scientifically sound, and with some refinements in presentation and literature support, it could make a strong contribution to the field.
The work provides valuable insights into the carbon sequestration potential of two bamboo species and their role in phytolith-occluded carbon storage. The research is well designed, the methodology is appropriate, and the results are clearly presented with sound interpretation. The findings are relevant to both ecological research and climate change mitigation strategies, and they contribute to a relatively underexplored area of study in the Indian context.

However, the manuscript would benefit from revisions to improve clarity and presentation. The abstract and results sections are overly detailed with numerical values, which could be better summarized to highlight broader patterns and implications. The reference list, while adequate, relies heavily on sources published before 2018 and should be updated with more recent studies to reflect current advances in carbon sequestration research. In addition, the language, while suitable for scholarly communication, could be further polished for conciseness and readability. With these improvements, the paper has strong potential to make a meaningful contribution to the scientific literature. I recommend the manuscript for publication after minor revisions.

The study is scientifically sound, the methodology is appropriate, and the results are relevant to climate change mitigation research. However, the language could be tightened, the abstract and results sections need streamlining, and the references should be updated with more recent literature. These are issues that fall under minor revision, rather than major structural or scientific problems.
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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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