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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 relevant because it documents tree diversity and traditional plant-use knowledge from a forest-dependent landscape in central India. The combination of floristic inventory and quantitative ethnobotanical indices can be useful for identifying culturally important species and conservation priorities. The dataset is potentially valuable, especially because it reports species-level FC, RFC, and UV values for 110 taxa. The study would be stronger if the ethnomedicinal scope, the use categories, and the conservation implications were presented more consistently and with clearer methodological rigor.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2/5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3/5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2/5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2/5
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, with minor refinement.
The title is clear and relevant. However, “diversity” and “quantitative ethnobotanical assessment” should be aligned more tightly with the actual scope. The manuscript focuses mainly on tree species used by local communities, so a slightly shorter and more precise title may improve clarity.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Partly.
The abstract gives useful summary statistics and reports the main quantitative indices. However, it combines floristic diversity, medicinal use, and general utility categories without clearly defining the study scope. For example, the text refers to medicinal knowledge, but Table 2 also includes food, fuelwood, timber, religious, and dye uses. The abstract should state clearly whether this is an ethnomedicinal study, a broader ethnobotanical study, or both. It should also briefly mention the sampling method and the basis for calculating FC, RFC, and UV.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Generally yes, but several methodological clarifications are needed.
The manuscript uses standard ethnobotanical indices such as FC, RFC, and UV, which is appropriate. The socio-demographic profile and species inventory are also useful. However, there are a few scientific issues that should be addressed:

The scope is inconsistent. The introduction and discussion emphasize medicinal plants, but the species table includes many non-medicinal categories such as fuelwood, timber, food, fodder, and religious use. The manuscript should clearly define whether it is assessing all useful tree species or only ethnomedicinal tree species.
The methods are too brief. The questionnaire design is mentioned, but the manuscript should specify the sampling strategy, village selection, consent process, number of key informants, and whether interviews were semi-structured or structured. This is important for ethnobotanical reproducibility.
The quantitative indices need clearer interpretation. FC, RFC, and UV are reported, but the manuscript does not discuss whether very high values may reflect economic importance, medicinal importance, or simple familiarity. For example, Diospyros melanoxylon is economically and culturally important, so high values may not reflect medicinal centrality alone.
The manuscript would benefit from at least one additional consensus-based or category-based metric if the authors want to make stronger medicinal claims. As presented, the analysis is useful but still descriptive.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, but they need minor improvement.
The manuscript includes several relevant ethnobotanical and quantitative ethnobotany references, including classic works and recent studies. However, the list should be cleaned for consistency, and some local references authored by the same research group should be balanced with a few more independent regional or Indian ethnobotanical studies. A stronger link to current conservation ethnobotany literature would also improve the discussion.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Potentially yes, and this should be clarified.
The manuscript currently states “Not Applicable” for consent and ethical approval. For ethnobotanical research involving interviews with local participants, some statement on prior informed consent, community permission, and ethical handling of traditional knowledge is generally expected, even if formal institutional review was not required. This should be revised.
	


Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This is a potentially useful regional ethnobotanical dataset, and the paper is publishable in principle. My main concern is not the dataset itself, but the internal consistency of the manuscript. The paper moves between ethnobotany, ethnomedicine, and general utility uses without a fully consistent analytical frame. In addition, the ethics/consent statement should be strengthened because the study relies on interviews with local informants. I would suggest major revision.

	


Reviewer details:
Ali Khazraei Vizhemehr, University Canada West , Canada
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