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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.


	This manuscript makes an important contribution to conservation science by synthesizing ecological, cultural, and governance dimensions of sacred groves, using Iringole Kavu in the Western Ghats biodiversity hotspot as a focal case. By integrating floristic evidence, emerging metagenomic insights, landscape ecology, and socio-ecological governance perspectives, the review highlights the limitations of purely descriptive inventories and argues convincingly for a more rigorous, multi-taxa research agenda. The paper is timely given increasing peri-urbanization pressures and the growing policy relevance of Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures (OECMs). Overall, the manuscript provides a valuable conceptual and evidence-based framework for strengthening biocultural conservation research and practice in sacred natural sites.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, informative, and accurately reflects both the scope and intent of the manuscript.
	

	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, well structured, and clearly communicates the rationale, scope, and key arguments of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust and conceptually sound. The ecological interpretations are well grounded in peer-reviewed literature, and the synthesis appropriately integrates fragment ecology, biodiversity assessment, molecular ecology, and socio-ecological governance frameworks. Arguments are logically developed, and conclusions are well supported by cited evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is a major strength of the manuscript. It is extensive, well curated, and includes several recent and high-quality studies (2023–2025) alongside foundational literature. Citations are appropriate, relevant, and clearly support the arguments presented.
	

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


	Yes. The manuscript is written in clear, formal academic English with a high level of conceptual precision. Only minor stylistic polishing (sentence length and flow in a few dense paragraphs) is recommended. Overall language quality is suitable for international scholarly publication.
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