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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 work provides concrete field data on carbon sequestration in an often under-documented urban area of ​​India, Chhattisgarh. Its main interest lies in the comparison between three different parks, demonstrating that old urban stands can rival tropical forests in terms of biomass storage. The correlations established between species diversity and carbon stock offer a solid basis for guiding sustainable urban planning policies. This is a useful case study for quantifying actual ecosystem services in the face of rapid urbanization.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, The title is generally satisfactory as it effectively targets the two pillars of the study: plant diversity and carbon storage
	

	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 summary is comprehensive in its structure, but it's a bit overloaded with raw figures, making it tedious to read. To improve it, I suggest the following adjustments:

Streamline the data: It's not necessary to list all the carbon stocks for each compartment (branches, roots) of each park. It's better to focus on the totals and meaningful comparisons.

Specify the methodology: A brief mention of the method used to estimate biomass (allometric equations or direct measurement?) is missing. This is crucial for the credibility of the reported results.

Clarify the conclusion: The last sentence is somewhat generic. It would be more interesting to highlight which park is the most efficient and why (for example, the dominance of old trees versus the density of saplings).

In summary: The essentials are there, but a more concise summary of the numerical results would make the conclusion more impactful.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct in its overall structure and approach, employing standard methodologies like quadrats and the Importance Value Index. It uses appropriate indicators such as the Shannon index and beta diversity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The cited references are generally relevant for establishing the context of urbanization and the importance of green spaces but lack recency and methodological precision regarding biomass calculation. Suggestions for additional references include studies on urban carbon sequestration in India (Suryawanshi et al. 2014, S.S. Dash et al. 2021), IPCC guidelines for calculation methods (IPCC 2019), and urban ecosystem services (Nero et al. 2017). More information is available in the review form.
	

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


	Although the English used in the manuscript is globally understandable, linguistic revisions are necessary to meet international publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Although it lacks fluency and academic rigour, the English is sufficient for comprehension. The material is laborious due to its odd grammar and numerous repeats, most notably the abbreviation UGS. It is imperative that several terminology, like "built-in areas" instead of "built-up areas" or "sort spell" instead of "short spell," be changed. The essay would have the formal tone required for international publishing with a full linguistic polish.
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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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