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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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 is generally clear and provides a good overview of the study on the phenology of Abies pindrow across different elevations in the Kashmir Himalayas. It effectively highlights the purpose, study area, and key findings.
· Monitoring eight trees provides preliminary insights, but the sample size is relatively small for establishing broader phenological patterns. Increasing the number of replicates in future studies is recommended.
· Including one or two quantitative results (e.g., “phenophase onset advanced by x days at lower elevations”) would strengthen the scientific impact and make the findings more compelling.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, well-structured, and based on systematic field observations across multiple elevations. The study design monitoring phenophases of Abies pindrow across an elevation gradient in Kashmir is logical, appropriate, and aligns with standard phenological research methods.

· Sample size (n=8 trees) is small; although acceptable for preliminary or localized studies, this limitation should be acknowledged more clearly.

· Minor inconsistencies are present in some dates (e.g., a typo “2nd week of July 204”).

· Methods could include a brief mention of frequency of observation (fortnightly) in a more standardized format.

· Climatic data were not directly measured but described from secondary sources. If possible, inclusion of even short-term temperature records would strengthen correlations.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References included (e.g., Singh & Negi, 2018; Zhao et al., 2018; Masoodi et al., 2018; Mir et al., 2016; Bhat et al., 2017; Sailo et al., 2017; Lone, 2018; Zargar, 2012) are relevant and relatively recent. They appropriately relate to high-altitude phenology, Himalayan tree species, and Abies pindrow.

Suggestions for Additional References (optional but beneficial):
You may consider adding a few more recent (post-2018) or widely cited phenology studies, especially climate-driven ones:

· Richardson et al., 2019 – Global phenology and temperature sensitivity

· Cleland et al., 2021 – Climate change and plant seasonal behaviour

· Piao et al., 2019 – Elevation and phenology interactions

· Keenan et al., 2020 – Phenological shifts in forest ecosystems

· These are not mandatory but would strengthen the discussion on climate-driven phenological shifts.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally well-written, but several areas need linguistic refinement and improved academic phrasing.

· Some paragraphs are long and would benefit from clearer segmentation.

· Occasional grammatical errors and typos (e.g., “204” instead of “2024”, missing articles, inconsistent tense).

· Improve clarity by avoiding repetition—for example, the repeated discussion of earlier onset at lower elevations.

· The Methods section could be made more concise; avoid overly descriptive sentences.


	

	Optional/General comments


	✔ Scientifically valid
✔ References appropriate, with room for a few recent additions
✔ Language acceptable, but needs moderate editing for clarity and consistency
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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