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	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.


	As the manuscript highlights the important findings- 
1. ‘The variability of indications for the same plants in different geographical and cultural context is largely explained by endogenous knowledge systems specific to each community’ is exactly supporting the statement from treaty of Charak (2000 B.C.) (Ayurveda- Traditional Indian Medicine)- ‘Healing is most effective with plants native to the patient’s homeland’.
2. This interregional variability in plant use highlights the ethnopharmacological plasticity of medicinal species and underscores the need to document local knowledge systems in order to better understand the therapeutic rationales underlying these practices.
3. All the findings of the manuscript pave the way towards various research aspects- validation of medicinal plants used by traditional healers on phytochemical and pharmacological levels; new plant-based medicines to treat common diseases safely and so on.
-it really has potential to contribute to the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes.
	

	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.


	Though the abstract is clear, complete and with scientific evidences, following corrections are needed-

1. Detailing of plant species (e.g., Dicotyledons and Monocotyledons) are unnecessary, considering abstract length.
2. In the results section rather than putting raw numbers, if the findings are expressed as trends, the abstract will be brief and clearer.
3. The conclusion is good still it can be made more impactful through emphasizing the novelty or significance of the findings 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	       Yes. Still, following changes are meticulously requied-
              In the Methodology section, 
1. the detailing of Study area is too lengthy. Make it short and more relevant to the objectives of the study. 
2. Mention aims/objectives separately under the heading Aims and objectives.

In Results section-
1. Correct the heading ‘Results’ with ‘Observation and Results’

2. The table 2 with title ‘Descriptive statistics’, needs meticulous corrections, as the % values are mismatching with the values in front of the main attributes.
3. Change Titles of and headings and legends of the tables and figures in English language.

The conclusion is comprehensive and well-aligned with ethnobotanical research standards, but following corrections are necessary to make it more compelling for publication-

1. Conclusion is bit lengthy and should be shorter and synthesized. Marital status of participants has no conclusive value, remove it from conclusion.

2. Repetition of too many descriptive data (e.g., exact ages, percentages, disease counts) is unnecessary in conclusion. Conclusion should focus on significance/ novelty of findings.
3. This work gives very assertive message - “the medicinal plants as promising candidates for addressing common health challenges”. Hence correct the less confident last sentence ‘Medicinal plants documented in this study may provide important responses to the complex challenges posed by common diseases.’ Accordingly.
4.  The conclusion is descriptive. It actually should be interpretative. It should highlight ‘why this matters’ rather than restating results/observations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No.
	


Reviewer details:

Parikshit R. Shirode, Parul Institute of Ayurveda, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

