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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. 3

(Please insert your comments) The title of the article would be more relevant if it
was rephrased as follows: Etat des lieux des incertitudes liées a I'estimation de la
biomasse des arbres.




This title reflects better the aim of this study mentioned in the abstract and in the
content and the conclusions presented

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. :

(Please insert your comments) The abstract sums up the work done but did not take
into account the method. It maybe because of the editorial style of this kind of
article (objective, results, conclusion)

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 4

(Please insert your comments) Very few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes
were found in the article. This shows the authors proof read their paper prior to
submission. They just need to make the necessary corrections

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

(Please insert your comments) the methods are not clearly presented in the abstract,
it is perhaps the editorial style of this kind of article (objective, results, conclusion)

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4

(Please insert your comments) Results are clear but authors can highlight
incertitude (%) of each method instead of focusing on difficulties of some methods.
Exemple of : Mesure par méthode géométrigue.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.

5

(Please insert your comments) The conclusions are accurate and supported by the
content

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5

(Please insert your comments) References are comprehensive and appropriate;
however, there’s one (01) reference cited in the text (488) whose date is placed
between paratheses. Need to harmonize.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

You’ve done a great job. This work allows to consider the uncertainties linked to
biomass measurements in order to highlight the real value of carbon stocks sequestered
by trees or forests. Just make the indicated corrections to make your paper complete.
Well done!



