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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.


	OK
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	OK
	

	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.


	OK
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	OK
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	OK
	

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


	OK
	

	Optional/General comments


	I) In Part 2, Materials and Methods

i) A clear distinction needs to be made between field investigation methods and data analysis and processing methods.

ii) The study has not provided a basis for identifying and classifying plant life forms.

iii) The study has not provided a basis for identifying and ranking the conservation status of plant species.

iv) The study has not provided a scientific basis for classifying plants according to any system, for example, APG IV.

v) The study has not provided a basis for determining the common names of plant species (what basis or documents are used to determine the common names?).

vi) The study has not provided a basis for determining the scientific names of plant species.

II) In Part 3, Results and Discussion

i) This study has not presented the current national classification of plant species (Red Book, or Indian legal documents) (only international classification (IUCN) has been provided).

ii) The scientific names of some species are inaccurate, for example: Acacia nilotica (L.) Willd. ex Delile, which is now a synonym of Vachellia nilotica (L.) P.J.H.Hurter & Mabb., or Callistemon citrinus (Curtis) Skeels, which is now a synonym of Melaleuca citrina (Curtis) Dum.Cours.

iii) The author's name in the scientific names of some species is inaccurate, for example: Albizia lebbeck (Linn.) Willd, the correct scientific name is Albizia lebbeck (L.) Benth., or Bauhinia purpurea Linn., the correct scientific name is Bauhinia purpurea L.

iv) The scientific names of some species are incomplete according to the rules of naming species, for example: Artocarpus heterophyllus, the full scientific name is Artocarpus heterophyllus Lam.; or Azanza lampas, full name Azanza lampas (Cav.) Alef.

v) The species name in the scientific names of some species is incorrect, for example: Butea monsperma (Lam.) Taub., the correct name is Butea monosperma (Lam.) Kuntze

vi) The genus name in the scientific names of some species is incorrect, for example: Casia fistula Linn., the correct name is Cassia fistula L.

vii) The scientific names of some species are misclassified by their family name, for example, the species Polyalthia longifolia (Sonn.) Benth. & Hook.f. ex Thwaites in Table 1 belonging to Fabaceae is incorrect; this species is currently a synonym of Monoon longifolium (Sonn.) B.Xue & R.M.K.Saunders, and belongs to Annonaceae 

Requirement: The research team should re-check all the scientific names of the 52 species in Table 1 by accessing the website: https://powo.science.kew.org/ to verify their scientific names.

viii) The current conservation status according to IUCN does not specify the year of application, for example, IUCN (2025) or IUCN (2024). This needs to be clearly indicated, as the classification varies each year. For example, in Table 1, Senna siamea is classified as Ne, however, the IUCN (2025) classification is LC. Similarly, the species Prosopis cineraria (Linn.) Druce is classified as EN in Table 1, but I have checked and could not find this classification in IUCN (2025). Therefore, we suggest that the research team re-examine the IUCN (2025) classification of all 52. Please visit the website: https://www.iucnredlist.org/ to re-examine them all.

Requirement: After re-examining all the scientific names in Table 1, the classification should be rearranged according to the current plant classification system based on genus and family names, the proportion of species by genus and family should be recalculated, and the analyses in the results and discussion sections should be revised.
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