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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 significant because it addresses the urgent global need to integrate Indigenous Ecological Knowledge (IEK) into climate adaptation and biodiversity conservation policies. By comparing three ecologically and culturally distinct regions, it provides strong evidence that IEK contributes to ecological resilience, carbon sequestration, and adaptive governance—fields that are increasingly central to sustainability science. The paper also highlights persistent ethical and political challenges, informing policymakers and researchers about structural barriers to IEK integration. Overall, the study adds value to interdisciplinary environmental research and supports decolonial approaches to conservation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title correctly reflects the scope and thematic content of the paper.
Suggested alternative (optional):
“Indigenous Ecological Knowledge for Climate Adaptation and Biodiversity Conservation: Cross-Regional Ecological and Governance Insights”
	

	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 rich in content but overly long, and several sentences are structurally unclear. It combines background, problem statement, methodology, results, and recommendations, but lacks clear transitions.
Suggestions:
· Reduce length by 30–35%.

· Remove repeated explanations of IEK.

· Add a concise methods description.

· Highlight 3–4 key findings in a clearer, structured way.

· Correct grammatical inconsistencies and bulky sentence constructions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well supported with literature, case studies, and interdisciplinary evidence. However:

· The methodology section is extremely dense and includes unnecessary operational detail.

· Some claims in the results lack specific citations.

· Tables and figures are mentioned but not included.

· The paper occasionally merges descriptive and analytical content, which affects clarity.

Overall, the scientific foundation is strong, but structural refinement is needed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are extensive, relevant, and include both foundational and recent works (up to 2022). Still, the manuscript would benefit from adding:

· More region-specific empirical studies from 2020–2024.

· Additional citations on Indigenous data sovereignty and FPIC implementation.

· References to newer climate–IEK integration frameworks developed by UNFCCC and IPBES after 2021.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but requires improvement. Issues observed:

· Long, complex, and sometimes unclear sentence structures.

· Redundancy in definitions and explanations of IEK.

· Occasional grammatical errors and inconsistency in terminology.

· Overuse of highly technical jargon in places.

A thorough language editing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 Results should be supported with visual data—tables, graphs, or GIS outputs.

 The discussion could be better structured by clearly distinguishing between regional comparisons and global implications.

 The conclusion is strong but slightly repetitive; condensing would improve impact.

 Consider adding a limitations section to increase transparency.

 More explicit connection between evidence and recommendations would strengthen the manuscript.

The manuscript presents an ambitious and wide-ranging investigation into Indigenous Ecological Knowledge (IEK) across India, the Amazon Basin, and the Arctic. While the topic is timely and globally relevant, the paper would benefit from tighter organization, elimination of redundancies, and more precise articulation of research gaps. Some sections—particularly the methodology and results—are highly detailed but tend to read like a compilation rather than a clearly guided argument. The manuscript is scientifically grounded, but clarity, coherence, and language precision need improvement.

Reason: The manuscript is rich in content and scientifically valid, but it requires substantial improvements in structure, clarity, language, condensation, and inclusion of missing elements (figures/tables).
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