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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.


	This manuscript contributes to the growing evidence that small, culturally protected forest patches (sacred groves) can function as important biodiversity refugia and carbon-dense ecosystems. By combining tree diversity assessment with biomass and carbon stock estimation across multiple sacred groves in the Shivalik foothills, the study adds site-specific ecological data from a region where such inventories are still limited. The grove-wise comparisons help clarify how stand structure (DBH distribution, basal area) and species dominance influence carbon storage outcomes. The results are relevant for conservation planning, particularly for integrating sacred groves into nature-based solutions and local climate strategies while maintaining cultural values.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and informative, but it is slightly long and could be tightened for clarity and academic style.
	

	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 mostly comprehensive (aim, study area/time, sampling, key findings, and conclusion are included). However, several clarifications are needed to improve scientific precision and to avoid confusion:

Key suggestions:

Fix unit inconsistencies and typos:

“carbon stock ranged from 470.89 to 989.89 Mg C Mg ha⁻¹” is incorrect. It should be Mg C ha⁻¹ (not “Mg C Mg ha⁻¹”).

Ensure consistent reporting of AGB and carbon across the abstract (e.g., TB and carbon are derived values—state clearly).

Add one line on uncertainty/limitations: mention plot size (0.1 ha per grove) and that BGB was estimated using a fixed ratio (26%), which introduces uncertainty.

Method clarity: “AGB was calculated by multiplying tree volume with wood density, followed by BEF” — please specify whether volume equations are species-wise and if BEF is constant or species-specific.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The general study design (quadrat sampling, standard diversity indices, IVI, biomass estimation steps, and summary statistics) is appropriate. However, there are several scientific/technical points that require correction or stronger justification:

Major technical concerns to address:

Very high AGB values (747–1571 Mg ha⁻¹): These are extremely high for many tropical/moist deciduous contexts and should be double-checked. Please verify:

Whether volume equations output volume in the intended units and whether any scaling from plot area to hectare was applied correctly.

Whether BEF was applied correctly (and not double-counting branches/leaves if volume already reflects total stem volume).

BGB estimation as 26% of AGB: This is a simplified assumption. Please cite the basis clearly and discuss uncertainty. Consider referencing IPCC default root–shoot ratios (and explain why 0.26 is appropriate for this forest type).

Carbon fraction set to 50% of biomass: This is commonly used but should be justified (species-specific carbon fraction can vary). State it explicitly as an assumption and cite a standard reference.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes many relevant classic and regional studies and several recent papers (e.g., 2021–2024). Overall, the references are generally sufficient, but I recommend strengthening two areas:

Suggestions to improve referencing:

Add at least 1–2 references on biomass estimation uncertainty/BEF/root–shoot variability, ideally from widely used guidelines or synthesis papers (e.g., IPCC refinement documents or forest biomass methodology reviews).

Add 1–2 references that directly address sacred groves as carbon sinks (meta-analyses or broader regional comparisons if available).

Ensure all citations are complete and consistent (journal name formatting, italicization consistency, missing page numbers where required).
	

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


	Repeated phrases (e.g., “largest carbon pool… also contributing significantly” repeated).

Agreement and tense issues (e.g., “ware located,” “were carried during”).

Unit formatting and scientific notation (ha⁻¹, Mg ha⁻¹, m² ha⁻¹) needs consistent styling.

I recommend a careful language edit (preferably professional or a strong academic proofread) after numerical corrections are completed.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Should read and Cite these paper Sarun, H., Chanra, R., Meta, H., Linan, H., Pang, T., & Savvong, C. (2025). Assessment of species diversity, biomass, and carbon stock in mangrove forests of Prey Nop District, Preah Sihanouk Province, Cambodia. Journal of Agriculture and Technology, 1(1), 30-40.
KIM, S., HORN, S., SOK, P., SIEN, T., & YORN, C. (2023). Ecosystem Carbon Stock Assessment in Upland Forest: A Case Study in Koh Kong, Mondulkiri, Preah Vihear, and Siem Reap Provinces. Environmental and Rural Development, 14(2), 61-67.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No major ethical issues are apparent.
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