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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 synthesizes ecological, governance, and conservation perspectives on sacred groves, which are increasingly recognized as critical biodiversity refuges outside formal protected area networks. By using Iringole Kavu as a focal case, the study highlights how culturally protected landscapes can contribute to conservation outcomes within rapidly transforming peri-urban environments. The integration of biodiversity evidence with OECM and socio-ecological frameworks makes the review relevant to researchers, conservation practitioners, and policy-oriented audiences. The manuscript also identifies clear research gaps and methodological priorities that can guide future empirical work on sacred groves in the Western Ghats and similar systems globally.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and accurately reflects the manuscript’s focus on biodiversity and conservation. However, it could be improved by slightly reducing its normative tone and clarifying its review-based nature.
Suggested alternative titles (optional):
1. Biodiversity and Conservation of Iringole Kavu, Kerala, India: A Review and Research Agenda
2. Ecological and Conservation Significance of Iringole Kavu, a Sacred Grove in the 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 comprehensive and well-structured, covering the background, key findings, and broader implications of the review. It effectively highlights the biodiversity value of Iringole Kavu and emphasizes gaps in current scientific knowledge. However, the abstract could be strengthened by slightly reducing descriptive background and more clearly stating the primary contribution of the review (i.e., synthesis and research agenda rather than new empirical findings). No major additions are required, but minor tightening for concision is recommended.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and based on an extensive review of peer-reviewed literature. The ecological concepts, conservation frameworks, and governance interpretations are accurately presented and well-supported by existing studies. Some conclusions rely on broader regional literature rather than site-specific data, but these limitations are generally acknowledged by the authors and do not undermine the overall validity of the review.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and largely up to date, including recent studies (2023–2025) and key foundational works. 

	

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


	The language and English quality are suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is generally clear, well-articulated, and professionally written

	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-conceived and timely review with clear relevance to conservation science and policy. With improved focus, reduced redundancy, and strengthened synthesis, the manuscript has strong potential to make a valuable contribution to the literature on sacred groves and community-conserved areas. The suggested revisions primarily concern structure and clarity rather than scientific validity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

NO
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