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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 article is relevant because it provides original data on plant biodiversity and carbon stock in urban green areas of Bilaspur, India, contributing to sustainable urban planning and climate change mitigation strategies in tropical cities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. I suggest including the name of the country in the title (India) to make the location of Bilaspur clearer.
	

	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 could be improved by clearly stating the geographic context (e.g., Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh, India) in the first sentence, replacing metaphorical expressions such as “lungs of the city” with more scientific terminology (e.g., carbon sinks), and explicitly stating the study objective. It would benefit from reducing the excessive number of numerical values and focusing on the most relevant comparisons, simplifying long sentences to improve readability, and limiting the use of abbreviations (e.g., IVI, BTVU, EE, SV) to avoid confusion. Standardizing technical terms such as “basal area” and “carbon stock/storage,” avoiding repetition in keywords, and shortening the abstract to meet typical journal word limits would also help. Finally, the conclusion could better emphasize the broader implications for urban planning and climate mitigation policies to strengthen the study’s relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the article has a valid scientific basis, but it needs methodological and statistical review, especially in the biomass and carbon estimates, which appear to be overestimated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
Yes
	

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


	It seems to me that the language is adequate, but I am not a native speaker of the language.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Revise the text to remove unscientific terms such as "lungs of cities".
· Check the font types, as they are not standardized throughout the text.
· In the study area, the images of the parks studied should be referred to as figures and cited in the text.
· All figures and tables must be cited throughout the text.
· Improve the description of the data collection and analysis methods by clearly stating the exact number of quadrants sampled and also indicating which equation was used to estimate the biomass.
· In the results, check the biomass values ​​found.
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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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