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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study adds important evidence on non-tree carbon pools (litter, herbaceous vegetation, and soil) in dry deciduous forests of Andhra Pradesh, where such information is limited (see p. 2, para 2 of the Introduction). 

By linking carbon stocks with tree structural attributes, it highlights overlooked mechanisms of sequestration beyond woody biomass (see p. 7, para 1 of the Results and Discussion). 

These findings provide baseline data that can support improved carbon accounting, climate mitigation strategies, and future ecological monitoring in under-studied Indian forest ecosystems (see p. 10, para 1 of the Conclusion).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current title is detailed but long. Consider shortening: “Non-tree Carbon Pools and Tree Trait Effects in Polavaram Range, Andhra Pradesh” or “Litter, Herbaceous and Soil Carbon in Polavaram Range (Andhra Pradesh): influence of tree height, DBH and density.”
	

	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.


	Shorten/clarify to 200–250 words; include sample size and main quantitative results succinctly (e.g., range of total C, and that SOC comprises ~80–90%). Avoid exact p-values in the abstract; give main takeaways and one clear management implication.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The fieldwork and measurements are scientifically correct and provide valid baseline data.

The analysis and interpretation are scientifically weak due to small sample size and over-fitted regressions.
If you reframe results as exploratory and adjust statistical claims, the manuscript will still be valuable for the scientific community.
Revised Results

Across the eight beats of Polavaram Range, total carbon storage varied considerably, with soil organic carbon (SOC) contributing the largest share, followed by litter and herbaceous vegetation. Mean SOC values ranged between XX and XX Mg C ha⁻¹, consistent with dry deciduous forest systems reported elsewhere in India. Litter carbon ranged from XX to XX Mg C ha⁻¹, while herbaceous carbon contributed relatively smaller but non-negligible amounts.

Exploratory regression analyses suggested potential associations between carbon pools and tree structural attributes. For example, beats with higher tree density tended to exhibit greater SOC and litter carbon, while diameter at breast height (DBH) and tree height showed weaker or inconsistent relationships. However, given the limited sample size (n = 8), these statistical relationships should be interpreted with caution. They are presented here as preliminary patterns rather than definitive predictors.

Revised Discussion

The dominance of SOC across all beats underscores its role as the most stable and substantial carbon reservoir in dry deciduous forests. This finding aligns with studies in other parts of India where soils account for 70–90% of total ecosystem carbon. Litter and herbaceous pools, although smaller, are ecologically important because they contribute to nutrient cycling and can respond rapidly to seasonal and anthropogenic pressures.

The exploratory associations between tree density and carbon storage are ecologically plausible, as denser stands can enhance organic matter inputs through litterfall and root turnover. However, these findings are based on single 20 × 20 m plots per beat and should not be generalized across the entire 24,000 ha range without additional replication. Seasonal variation is another consideration, since litter and herbaceous carbon stocks fluctuate with monsoon rainfall and decomposition rates. Future studies should therefore include repeated sampling across seasons and multiple plots per beat to improve robustness.

Despite these limitations, this study provides a valuable baseline dataset for non-tree carbon pools in the Polavaram Range. Such information is scarce in Andhra Pradesh, and these results can inform regional carbon accounting, climate mitigation strategies, and sustainable forest management. They also highlight methodological issues such as the need to supplement Walkley–Black analysis with more accurate techniques that will be useful for other researchers designing similar studies.
Scientifically sound aspects

· Clear objectives: quantifying carbon in litter, herbaceous vegetation, and soils across eight beats, and testing links with tree traits.

· Field and lab methods: standard ecological procedures were used (quadrats, bulk density sampling, Walkley-Black, litter/biomass drying). These are widely accepted in soil and forest ecology.

· Relevance: Non-tree carbon pools are under-reported, and your dataset provides useful baseline values for Andhra Pradesh.

· Contextualization: The Introduction and Discussion link findings to previous literature on carbon storage in Indian forests.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are not sufficient. It should be between 20 and 30 references and use updated references. 
1. Dabbara, R., et al. (2022). "Carbon stocks of scattered category of trees outside forest in Prakasam District, Andhra Pradesh, India".

· Focus: This study estimates the carbon stock of trees outside of forests in a district in Andhra Pradesh. While focused on a different area, the methodologies used for sampling, biomass, and carbon stock assessment could be applicable to a forest range study.

2. Mastan, T., et al. (2014). "Assessment of Soil Organic Carbon in Three Different Land Use Patterns in Semi Arid Regions of Anantapuramu District, Andhra Pradesh".

· Focus: This paper compares soil organic carbon (SOC) in different land-use types within Andhra Pradesh. It provides valuable context and data for SOC levels in the region, particularly for how forestland compares to other uses.

3. Ravindranath, N. H., and M. Ostwald (2008). Carbon Inventory Methods: Handbook for Greenhouse Gas Inventory, Carbon Mitigation and Roundwood Production Projects.

· Focus: This is a comprehensive handbook that outlines the basic methodology for carbon inventory assessments. It aligns with the IPCC guideline methodology and provides a standard framework that would likely be used for a study in the Polavaram range. 

0. Singh, A. K., et al. (2020). "Carbon sequestration potential of a teak plantation forest in the Eastern Ghats of India".

0. Focus: This article details a study on carbon sequestration in a teak plantation in the Eastern Ghats, which is the broader mountain range where the Polavaram forest is located. It includes soil organic carbon (SOC) estimation and provides relevant data and methods for the region.

1. Rao, K. K., et al. (2000). "Community Forest Management and Joint Forest Management in Eastern Ghats, Andhra Pradesh".

1. Focus: While older, this paper provides valuable background on forest management practices in the Eastern Ghats region of Andhra Pradesh. The insights on land-use history and community involvement can be crucial for interpreting carbon stock data.

2. Unu, et al. (2015). "The Carbon sink Decreasing in the Eastern Ghats's of Andhra Pradesh in India".

2. Focus: This paper discusses the changing carbon sink dynamics in the Eastern Ghats of Andhra Pradesh and attributes the decrease in carbon sequestration to human activities like shifting cultivation and forest fires. This provides important ecological context for any study in the region.

	

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


	English language polishing
· Several grammatical and typographic errors (e.g., “p = 10” likely should be 0.10). I recommend an English proofreading pass (either native proofreader or professional editing service) before submission.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Tables & Figures
· Table 1: add columns for Latitude/Longitude (or at least centroids) and plot elevation; show sample sizes used in computation (number of quadrats, cores).

· Table 2: reformat (see B3). Add standard errors and confidence intervals. Consider moving Figure 1 to show barplots of observed totals per beat (SOC, litter, herbaceous) with error bars (if you have replication).

· Figures should have readable axis labels and units (Mg C ha⁻¹). Submit high-res TIFF or PNG as separate files per JGEESI.

Statistical reporting & interpretation.
· Some p-values are reported oddly (e.g., “p > .09”, “p = 10” or “r = 62, p = 10”) — these look like typos or formatting errors. Ensure p-values are reported correctly (e.g., p = 0.10). Always include test statistic and degrees of freedom where feasible.

· For regression results, present coefficients ± standard error, sample size, R², and 95% confidence intervals rather than just p-values. If you keep regressions, check multicollinearity numerically and report VIF values (you mention VIF < 3.5 — list the VIF for each predictor).

· Action: Recompute / correct p-values and reformat Table 2 with clear columns: Predictor | Coef | Std Error | t | p | 95% CI.

Walkley-Black method and SOC estimation — accuracy & correction factor.
· Walkley-Black does not oxidize all organic carbon; it typically underestimates SOC (commonly corrected by a factor, e.g., 1.3 for many mineral soils) — mention this limitation and whether you applied any correction factor. Also report the method details (reagents, normality) clearly and cite Walkley & Black properly.

· Bulk density: method description is brief — explain how many core samples per plot, how cores were handled (stones excluded or corrected), and whether cores were taken at each depth separately. Bulk density errors propagate directly into SOC stock — include uncertainty estimates.

· Action: Add a paragraph in Methods acknowledging Walkley-Black limitations and, if no correction used, discuss its effect on absolute SOC values.

Units, conversions & formulas — clarity and correctness.
· Several formulas in Methods appear truncated or ambiguous (e.g., the dry weight conversion formula, CF% calculation). Provide complete equations with units and a worked example (one sample) or an appendix. Clarify the conversion factors (0.58 carbon fraction) and how ash content was measured.

· Action: Rewrite the Methods equations with proper LaTeX-style clarity or plain text but complete; include units for all variables.
Keywords: include 3–8 keywords after the abstract (avoid repeating the paper title).
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