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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 can contribute to forest ecology and conservation by demonstrating that crown architecture, specifically the crown width–DBH (CW/DBH) ratio, serves as a practical and non-destructive indicator of competition and site quality in Taxus baccata. The strong allometric relationship between stem diameter and
crown width in this study provides a valuable quantitative framework that can inform growth modeling and stand assessment in this high-conservation-value species, although its methodology needs to be strengthened. Furthermore, the identification of regeneration constraints and diameter class constraints addresses important gaps in understanding population dynamics, offering actionable insights for management planning and conservation. However, the methodology in this study needs to be improved to provide a useful tool for long - term monitoring and adaptive silvicultural interventions in montane forest systems for this species.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	I suggest the title : Crown Architecture as a Non-Destructive Indicator of Competition and Site Quality in Taxus baccata of the Western Himalayas, India.
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	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.
	1.    Unclear research objective. The abstract does not explicitly state the primary aim or research question,
leaving readers without a clear sense of the study’s focus from the outset.
2. 	Overemphasis on data without narrative balance. Numerous statistical details (e.g., mean DBH, crown width, R²) are presented, but the logical flow from problem -> objective -> methods -> key findings -> implications is not fully realized.
3. 	Methodological limitations not acknowledged: The study is cross-sectional and observational, yet the abstract implies interpretations about competition and site quality, which may overstate causal inference; CW/DBH is used as a stand-alone proxy, but complementary environmental or biotic factors (e.g., light availability, soil quality, herbivory) are not considered; Spatial effects and quadrat-level dependencies are not mentioned, despite their potential influence on regression and competition assessments.
4. 	Static, baseline nature of data not communicated. The abstract reports patterns as if they are generalizable over time, without clarifying that the measurements reflect a single-time assessment, limiting interpretation of growth dynamics and crown plasticity.
5. 	Practical and conservation implications underdeveloped. While results are presented, their relevance for forest management, conservation planning, or silvicultural interventions is not sufficiently emphasized.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. 	The methodology fails to specify the protocol for measuring irregular stem morphologies, particularly for individuals exhibiting fluting or low-forking (multi-stemmed) characteristics. Without clarifying whether an
equivalent diameter (����������) or single-dominant stem approach was used, the reported ��2  of 0.98 remains statistically suspect, as it may overlook the inherent structural complexity of the species.

2. 	The manuscript lacks crucial information regarding quadrat dimensions (e.g., 20m x 20m). Consequently, the stand density-a primary driver of competition and crown plasticity-cannot be quantified. 

3. 	The procedure for mean crown width (CW) measurement  is insufficiently  described. In closed -canopy montane forests, determining the vertical projection of crown edges is prone to significant observer bias. The absence of specialized instrumentation (e.g., densitometer, laser rangefinder, or clinometer) to ensure vertical alignment compromises the precision of the CW/DBH ratio.
4.    The author interpret the CW/DBH ratio as an indicator of “site quality” yet the methodology includes no
empirical data on soil properties, topography, or light availability. Inferring site quality solely from dendrometric scaling, without correlating it to biophysical site factors, constitutes a significant analytical leap
5.    The  selection  of "representative  microsites" implies  a purposive sampling  strategy that  may introduce
selection bias. To ensure the reliability of the DBH–CW relationship, the authors must clarify the criteria for “representative”  and address whether the sample effectively  captures the full range of stand structural heterogeneity in Deoban Forest.
6. 	While the conversion from Girth at Breast Height (GBH) to Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) is standard, the explicit mathematical formula and the treatment of bark thickness should be stated to maintain full transparency in the data-processing workflow.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is limited and largely outdated. Incorporating more recent and relevant studies would further
strengthen the manuscript’s scientific context and relevance.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The use of English in the manuscript is generally adequate for for scholarly communications .
	

	Optional/General comments
	Overall, the manuscript requires major revisions.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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