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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 manuscript is important because it brings together a wealth of knowledge about Non-Timber Forest Products (NTFPs) in India, shining a light on their vital role in nature, local economies, and cultural traditions. It dives into sustainable ways to harvest these resources, showcases community-driven approaches to managing them, and pushes for policy changes that make a real difference. By doing so, it offers valuable ideas for protecting forests, supporting rural communities, and building resilience against climate change. Conversations like these are essential for nurturing sustainable forestry and preserving the world’s biodiversity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title, “Non-Timber Forest Products (NTFPs): Sustainable Harvesting and Utilization Practices,” is straightforward and fits the topic well.
	

	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 thoroughly addresses the importance of non-timber forest products (NTFPs), their challenges, and potential solutions, but it feels more like a broad introduction than a focused summary. It’s a bit lengthy, lacking conciseness, and doesn’t mention the methodology, leaving readers wondering about the research’s scientific foundation. Additionally, it fails to clearly highlight the paper’s unique findings or contributions, making it seem more like a general overview. To improve, the abstract could trim the background, emphasize the study’s specific insights, clarify whether it’s a review or original research, include a summary of key results or frameworks, and end with a compelling statement about its impact, such as how it offers practical guidance for incorporating NTFPs into national forestry policies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate in its overall assertions, citations, and reasoning, presenting a review-style synthesis of existing knowledge rather than introducing new experimental data. However, it could be improved by updating older references, like FAO 2000 and Ruiz 1995, with more current global studies to bolster its arguments. Additionally, some claims, such as specific percentages about livelihood dependency or production reductions, lack enough background detail, which might make them seem overly broad. While the figures and tables are well-utilized, certain sections could benefit from stronger quantitative data to back up their bold statements.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is thorough, but many citations, dating back to the 1990s and early 2000s, feel a bit dated. While classic sources lay a solid groundwork, weaving in fresher international research from the last 5–10 years on non-timber forest products, ecosystem services, and community forestry would make the paper more current and impactful. For instance, tapping into recent FAO or IPBES reports on biodiversity and livelihoods, exploring studies on NTFPs and climate resilience in top journals like Forest Policy and Economics, Ecological Economics, or including global case studies beyond India could add richer context and broaden the paper’s relevance.
	

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


	The English in the text is mostly clear but falls short of academic polish. It features lengthy, overly complex sentences that could be simplified for better readability, along with occasional grammatical mistakes and clumsy phrasing (for example, “from an environmental perspective” is incorrectly worded). Additionally, some parts, like the introduction and sections on importance, redundantly emphasize livelihood benefits. While the language gets the point across, it needs refinement to achieve a concise, smooth, and scholarly tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The paper reads more like a summary of existing work rather than groundbreaking research. It’d be great if the abstract and intro could upfront say it’s a review to set clear expectations.

· Adding a detailed explanation of how you picked the studies, like what criteria you used or the scope of your analysis would make the methodology feel more trustworthy and transparent.

· The figures and tables get the job done but feel a bit plain. Sprucing them up with some visual flair could make them more engaging and easier to digest.

· The conclusion is solid and well-crafted, but it could hit harder by circling back to specific gaps in the research and offering bolder, practical policy suggestions.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO
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