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	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.


	With the contemporary global interest in issues relating to climate health, efforts to understand local ecosystems structures, compositions, constraints, and drivers for improvement and sustainability are of paramount importance for local actions towards international solutions to climate change 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is suitable. Better add country name (India) at its end 
	

	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.


	Yes, it is comprehensive. Add species Richness index which is missing
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Introduction: Add specific objectives at its end
· Material and Methods: lacks many of the important details of methods used. E.g..

· Total areas of the three land use systems and,
· Equations of species evenness and species richness are missing

· Equations lack consecutive numbering and notation e.g. % 

· Different numerator and denominator units in Equation of Frequency are used. correct
· Total counts of sample plots & subplot of species presence, and total number of each species & of all species as per land use classes, which are used for calculation of some indices are missing
· The equation of Shannon – Wiener Diversity index is incomplete misses a minus sign (-) that precedes the ∑ sign

· In terms of grammar, the chapter of materials & methods is usually written in past tense, not future simple as in the manuscript
· In forest inventory diameter at breast height (dbh) is a standard variable commonly used for describing tree size not Cbh. 
· Limits of Cbh classes of trees, saplings and seedlings used are overlapping. Consider use of ≤/≥ to eliminate overlapping
· Results and discussions
· To be comparable, results are preferred to be expressed in standard units e.g. tree density (number/ha) not per sampling unit

· Column heads of Tables 1-5 lack notation e.g. ha, %, number
· With respect to results presented in table 6 -8, Total counts of each species, ni, & of all species, N, and total sampling units & number of sampling units in which each species is present are not reported in the manuscript. While the reported results are within the value ranges, it is not clear how the author concludes the results of Shannon diversity index and Simpson diversity index, with particularly the equation of species diversity was written incorrectly in the methodology. In the result part, include total count of each species, of all species 
· Table 8 is without title
· The discussion part of the results of the study is limited. The author/s hasn’t made enough comparisons with earlier publications on the subject to support or contradict the findings. This may explain in part the limited number of references contacted 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Very limited number of references
· Generally old, where no reference after 2000

· Many recent published works on the subject are available on the internet and need to be contacted to enrich discussion chapter
	

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


	· Generally yes, however it needs to be improved, particularly the chapter of Material and method
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript is built on a solid dataset; however, the absence of essential methodological and results-related details, the improper presentation of formulae, and the limited scope of the discussion indicate that the paper requires significant improvement.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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