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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 research sheds light on how wild grasses in India can help capture and store carbon, zeroing in on a lesser-known process called phytolith-occluded carbon (PhytOC), which traps carbon for the long haul. By digging into the plants’ above- and below-ground growth, the types of phytoliths they form, and how much carbon they lock away, the study adds a fresh perspective to both ecology and efforts to tackle climate change. What makes it stand out is its focus on natural grasslands rather than just crops like rice or maize, highlighting their vital role in storing carbon sustainably.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is accurate, clear, and descriptive
	

	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 does a solid job laying out the study’s goals, the species it covers, the methods used, key findings, and their broader implications. Still, it could be polished by trimming down overly specific numbers, like exact mg/g values or percentages, to focus more on the big-picture trends. It would also help to clearly point out the research gap, like say, how little attention uncultivated grasses get compared to crops like rice or maize to really drive home what makes this study unique. Finally, tying the conclusions more directly to global climate change solutions would give the findings a stronger, more impactful finish.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is solid from a scientific standpoint. The methods used, like dry ashing, acid digestion, HF treatment, the Walkley-Black method, ANOVA, and correlation analysis, are all standard and well-suited for studying phytoliths and PhytOC. The results are clearly presented, and the interpretations align well with existing literature. Just a small note: the correlation between organic carbon and PhytOC (R² = 0.3355, not statistically significant) could benefit from a more critical discussion to avoid suggesting a stronger connection than the data supports.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list in the paper is robust, pulling together a great mix of foundational and recent studies from 2016 to 2022, covering both global perspectives and Indian contexts. That said, it could be even stronger by tossing in a few more up-to-date sources from 2023 or 2024, especially ones diving into phytolith carbon sequestration in natural grasslands or how it ties into climate policy. 
	

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


	The paper is well-crafted, clear, and carries a strong scholarly tone, making it a solid read. That said, there’s room for a few tweaks to polish it up. For instance, some sentences, like “Trees typically store more carbon than grasslands under stable conditions. However, under vulnerable or stressed environmental conditions, grasslands contribute more…,” could be smoothed out for better flow. Also, watch out for minor capitalization errors, like “material and methods” instead of “Materials and Methods.” Lastly, trimming some of the longer sentences in the abstract and introduction would make the text even more reader-friendly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- The figures are visually clear and easy to follow, but the captions could use a bit more detail to stand on their own without relying on the main text for explanation.

- The discussion is solid and well thought out, but it would be even stronger with a short section that compares your findings to studies on uncultivated grasses from regions beyond India, giving it a wider global perspective.

- The conclusion is nicely organized and wraps things up well, but it could hit harder by offering a clear, actionable suggestion, like how uncultivated grasses could be used in restoration projects or carbon offset programs to make a real-world impact.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Pragalbh Tiwari, Sam Higginbottom University of Agriculture, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


