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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 text offers important ethnobotanical data of edible wild plants that indigenous populations in Madhya Pradesh, India
It adds to the worldwide endeavour to record and conserve traditional knowledge before it is lost to modern agriculture and urbanisation by describing 46 plant species from 23 families and the particular plant components used. 
In the end, this study offers a crucial foundation for further scientific research, especially in fields like nutritional analysis and conservation biology, which are required to guarantee the sustainable use of these plant resources and regional food security.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable 
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive and lists the subsections of article concisely. It would be appealing and attention seeking if some of the sentences are reconstructed, such as:
1. First sentence in Aims could be “Many studies have shown a worrying decline in the traditional knowledge of wild edible plants throughout the last few decades”
2. Data usage in Results sections would be nicer “The study documented 46 plant species across 30 genera and 23 families. The most frequently utilized plant parts were fruits (76%) and tubers (15%). Furthermore, the flora used was dominated by trees (46%), followed by herbs (30%). Rutaceae stood out as the most diverse family with 6 species documented”

3. Conclusion should be comprehensive, could be “This ethnobotanical study highlights the significant, yet diminishing, traditional knowledge possessed by local communities, demonstrating the crucial role of WEPs as a supplementary food source. The findings underscore the urgent need for conservation efforts to protect both these diverse plant resources and the associated indigenous knowledge for future food security and livelihood potential”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In terms of documentation and methods for an ethnobotanical research, the paper seems to be accurate from a scientific standpoint.

Following established protocols, such as employing standard flora for taxonomic confirmation, it methodically describes the gathering, identification, and use of 46 wild edible plant species by indigenous groups in the Damoh area.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient for an ethnobotanical study, covering relevant literature on wild edible plants (WEPs), traditional knowledge
It is entirely up to the authors to add more future prospects or recommendations to the discussion sections by citing some papers that address the IUCN Red List status of related species, rapid threat assessment, threats from urbanisation and land-use change in Madhya Pradesh, or community-based conservation models for WEPs.

Here are some reference suggessions to be cited in discussion part while talking about future prospects on threat assessment:

1. Wagner A, Kriechbaum M, Koch MA (2008) Applied vulnerability assessment of useful plants: a case study of Tibetan medicinal plants from Nepal. Bot Jahrb Syst 127(3):359–387. https:// doi.org/ 10. 1127/ 0006- 8152/2008/ 0127- 0359 

2. Shrestha N, Shrestha KK (2012) Vulnerability assessment of highvalued medicinal plants in Langtang National Park. Biodiversity 13(1):24–36. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 14888386. 2012. 666715 

3. Abhilash, K.S., Alen, A.P., Gayathri, T.S. et al. Rapid Threat Assessment of ethnomedicinal Pteridophytes used among tribals of Attappady, Palakkad, Southern Western Ghats, India. Vegetos 38, 1523–1532 (2025). https://doi.org/10.1007/s42535-024-00920-5 
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality is suitable for publication
	

	Optional/General comments


	Somr of the general mistakes noted in the manuscript and the recommendations are:
1. Abstract, 6th line (Results): “Moderately Diverse Families are Asparagaceae, Solanaceae, Tiliaceae, and Verbenaceae each have 3 species” as “Moderately Diverse Families include Asparagaceae, Solanaceae, Tiliaceae, and Verbenaceae; each has 3 species”

2. INTRODUCTION, 18th line: “With this background this study was conducted” as “Against this background, this study was conducted”

3. Methodology, 3rd line (Data collection): “The data was initially recorded” as “The data were initially recorded”

4. “results and discussion” as “Results and Discussion”

5. Results and Discussion,  Fig. 2 caption: Chord diagram showing the total number of species belonging to families.
6. Conclusion, 3rd line: “The Most Diverse Families are Rutaceae stands out as the most diverse family with 6 species” as “Rutaceae stands out as the most diverse family with 6 species”
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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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