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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 manuscript provides an evidence-based and interdisciplinary examination of Indigenous Ecological Knowledge (IEK), offering fresh insights into how culturally rooted management systems enhance biodiversity conservation and climate resilience. By integrating geospatial analysis, ecological modeling, and cross-regional case studies, it demonstrates the scientific validity of IEK and its relevance alongside contemporary environmental science. The work contributes to ongoing global efforts to decolonize conservation practices and strengthens the case for embedding Indigenous governance within climate and biodiversity policy frameworks. Its findings will be valuable to researchers, policymakers, and practitioners seeking sustainable, community-centered solutions to escalating environmental challenges.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title effectively captures the central theme of the manuscript by emphasizing both the revitalization of Indigenous Ecological Knowledge (IEK) and its relevance to climate adaptation and biodiversity conservation. It signals a holistic and interdisciplinary approach aligned with the paper’s content. However, the phrase “Reclaiming Roots” is somewhat broad and may appear more conceptual than analytical for a scientific audience. A more precise title could enhance clarity regarding the study’s comparative and evidence-based methodology. An improved alternative may be: “Indigenous Ecological Knowledge in Climate Adaptation and Biodiversity Conservation: Evidence from India, the Amazon, and the Arctic.”

	

	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 overly long at 384 words, far exceeding the typical 150–250-word limit accepted by international journals. While it provides substantial background and thematic explanation, much of the content resembles an extended introduction rather than a concise abstract. Key components—objective, methodology, major findings, and core implications—are present but diluted by excessive contextual detail and long descriptive sentences. I recommend removing general background information, shortening conceptual explanations, and focusing strictly on the study’s purpose, the integrative methods used (systematic review, case studies, GIS, policy analysis), the most significant quantified findings, and the central contribution to climate and biodiversity governance. A more concise, results-driven abstract will improve clarity, readability, and compliance with global abstracting standards.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a strong thematic foundation, and the results section contains several important insights; however, it requires substantial revision to meet the standards of a high-quality international journal. Although the results chapter is conceptually sound, many of the findings are presented as standalone statements with insufficient explanation, interpretation, or linkage to the methods applied. As a result, the reasoning behind key ecological and climate-related claims feels underdeveloped. Quantitative results—such as species richness, carbon sequestration rates, NDVI performance, and climate correlations—need clearer methodological justification, including analytical steps, data sources, spatial/temporal parameters, and validation.
The discussion chapter is comparatively weak and does not adequately synthesize findings with existing literature. It lacks citations entirely, which is a major scientific gap. For an international journal, the discussion must critically engage with prior studies, contrast findings with global evidence, explain deviations. Without literature support, the arguments remain descriptive rather than analytical.
Additionally, although the research design identifies four methodological pillars—(1) systematic literature review, (2) cross-regional comparative case studies, (3) GIS/remote sensing and ecological modeling, and (4) policy analysis—the results do not clearly demonstrate how each tool contributed to producing specific findings. For example, remote sensing outputs, soil or biodiversity metrics, and climate correlations are listed without showing the analytical workflow, model parameters, or case-specific evidence. Similarly, the policy and ethical analysis component is insufficiently reflected in the findings and discussion.
To strengthen the scientific quality, the manuscript must:
· Expand explanations for each result, demonstrating how the methods generated the findings.
· Revise the discussion to compare results with global literature and include proper citations.
· Explicitly align each finding with one or more of the four methodological components.
· Interpret why results occurred, not just describe what was observed.
· Provide stronger analytical reasoning and evidence-based justification.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list demonstrates familiarity with foundational literature on Indigenous Ecological Knowledge, but it does not meet the expectations of a contemporary international journal. Many citations are dated, with limited inclusion of studies published after 2020, despite rapid advancements in climate science, geospatial analysis, and Indigenous governance research. The reference formatting is inconsistent, mixing styles and lacking complete bibliographic details in several entries. More critically, the discussion chapter contains no citations, which significantly weakens scientific credibility and prevents proper comparison with previous work.
To strengthen the manuscript, recent high-impact studies—particularly those integrating GIS, ecological modeling, climate adaptation science, and Indigenous policy frameworks—must be added. References should be standardized (e.g., APA 7th edition), cross-checked for accuracy, and aligned with the analytical tools described in the methodology. Incorporating more current and methodologically relevant sources will greatly enhance the manuscript’s academic robustness and international publication suitability.
	

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

	The manuscript demonstrates generally good command of English and conveys complex ideas clearly; however, it does not yet meet the standard expected for high-quality international scholarly communication. Several sections contain long, dense sentences, repetitive phrasing, and unnecessary descriptive elaboration that reduce readability. Transitions between ideas are sometimes weak, and paragraph structure could be tightened to improve academic flow. The abstract, introduction, and discussion chapters in particular require clearer conciseness, stronger coherence, and more direct academic phrasing. Minor grammatical inconsistencies, awkward constructions, and occasional overuse of conceptual wording also need refinement.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely topic by examining the role of Indigenous Ecological Knowledge in climate adaptation and biodiversity conservation across three diverse biocultural regions. The study has strong conceptual grounding, an ambitious interdisciplinary design, and potential to make a significant scholarly contribution. However, substantial revisions are required to enhance methodological clarity, strengthen the analytical depth of the results, and ensure alignment between methods, findings, and discussion. Improving the abstract, refining language for academic precision, updating the references with recent literature, and integrating citations throughout the discussion will significantly improve the manuscript’s quality. With focused revision and stronger analytical linkage across chapters, the paper can evolve into a robust and impactful contribution to international environmental research.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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