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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 for the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive and updated baseline on the diversity, distribution, and ecological patterns of pteridophytes in the Nilgiris, a globally recognized biodiversity hotspot. Such systematic enumeration contributes valuable taxonomic and ecological data that can be used for future studies in conservation biology, climate change monitoring, and biogeographical research. The findings also highlight rare and endemic species, making this work a critical reference for policy makers, conservation practitioners, and ecologists working to safeguard montane ecosystems. Moreover, it bridges historical floristic records with modern surveys, thereby strengthening long-term biodiversity documentation and management strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable, as it clearly states the taxonomic scope (pteridophytes), the method (systematic enumeration) and the study area (Nilgiris). However, it could be made more concise and engaging to better reflect the ecological and conservation significance of the work. 
Suggested alternative titles:
Diversity and Distribution of Pteridophytes in the Montane Ecosystems of the Nilgiris, Western Ghats.
	

	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 is fairly comprehensive as it outlines the study area, methods, major findings, and conservation significance; however, it would be stronger if it included key quantitative results such as diversity indices, briefly mentioned the main threats to pteridophyte diversity, and avoided overly descriptive details about habitats. Condensing the ecological notes into one clear sentence, while strengthening the conclusion with a forward-looking statement about conservation priorities and monitoring, would make the abstract more concise, impactful, and aligned with scientific standards.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall approach, as it is based on standard floristic survey methods, systematic sampling across altitudinal gradients, proper herbarium specimen preparation, and established taxonomic references for species identification. The results are consistent with the ecological characteristics of montane ecosystems, and the findings align with existing knowledge about pteridophyte diversity in the Western Ghats. However, the manuscript has some scientific limitations: the analysis of diversity indices mentioned in the methods is not fully presented in the results, species enumeration is descriptive without adequate quantitative comparison to earlier surveys, and some references are outdated or inconsistently cited. Despite these issues, the study remains valid and scientifically correct in its baseline contribution, though it would benefit from stronger quantitative analysis, consistent referencing, and clearer integration of conservation implications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partly sufficient but not fully recent; the manuscript should include updated sources such as PPG I (2016), Hassler (2023), and Nayar et al. (2014) to strengthen its taxonomic and ecological relevance.
	

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


	The language of the article is understandable and conveys the scientific content, but it is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication. Several sentences are too long or repetitive, some phrases appear as draft notes (e.g., “Trace early efforts…”), and there are grammatical inconsistencies and citation formatting errors. With careful editing for grammar, conciseness, and academic tone, the manuscript can be polished to meet scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript makes a valuable contribution by documenting the diversity and ecological distribution of pteridophytes in the Nilgiris, a globally significant biodiversity hotspot. The fieldwork is well-structured and the taxonomic records are useful as a baseline for conservation and future studies. However, the manuscript would benefit from improvements in clarity of language, consistency of references, stronger presentation of quantitative analyses, and a more concise organization of results. With revisions in these areas, the paper has good potential to serve as a solid reference for both taxonomists and conservation biologists. It is suggested that the observation results about enumeration of the species be presents in a table to make the data clearer and easier to interpret.
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