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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments This manuscript provides onsite information related to standing plants grown along the Banas
oL L . River. This data helps to know the status of plants used for the protection of different organisms
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) related to this river and contributes as source of food, shelter, sediment load reduction, flood
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable? protection and many others.
(If not please suggest an alternative title) The title for this manuscript is suitable and goes in line with the objectives of the entire work. As
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? indicated on the document using track change, the abstract of this work need revision. It lacks
Background of the research paper; the methods should be presented clearly than simply saying
. . o
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? standard methods.
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? The major results should be mentioned in text as well as using number in more elaborative way
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of because it is very shallow. The manuscripts contained reasonably sufficient subtopics but the
additional references, please mention in the review form. results were not properly discussed.
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points. reviewers are free to provide The weak discussion highly affects the scientific quality of this manuscript. The value of VI
additional suggestions/comments) calculated to the identified plant species were not correct because the formula used to calculate

basal area is wrong. Therefore use appropriate formula for basal area and calculate the basal area

and IVI for each plant again.

The reference used for this manuscript was not sufficient this is due to lack of discussion. The

community classification of the plants identified from the study area is not scientific. Use

appropriate software for community classification than traditional classification.

Minor REVISION comments
Yes
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
Optional/General comments
PART 2:
Reviewer’'s comment )Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and

highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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