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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 offers a much-needed phytosociological perspective on the herbaceous layer of the Eturnagaram Wildlife Sanctuary. While tree strata often dominate the conversation in tropical dry forest research, this study pivots the focus toward the understory—a critical yet frequently overlooked component of these ecosystems. By meticulously documenting species composition and IVI patterns across an extensive plot network, the authors provide more than just data; they establish a vital ecological baseline. This work will be a valuable reference for those tracking the effects of climate variability and management strategies on the biodiversity of peninsular Indian dry forests.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is well-crafted and fits the study perfectly. It manages to be both concise and comprehensive, accurately capturing the ecological focus on the herbaceous layer and the phytosociological methodology without being overly wordy. It provides the reader with a clear expectation of the geographic and thematic scope, aligning seamlessly with the research presented.
	

	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 effectively outlines the study’s core objectives and results, providing a solid roadmap of the research. To elevate it further, I suggest shifting the focus from a purely descriptive summary to one that highlights the study's ecological significance.

While the species lists and IVI values are thorough, the abstract would be more compelling if it briefly addressed the why—specifically the ecological rationale for studying the understory and its role in forest dynamics. I recommend streamlining the numerical details (which are well-placed in the Results section) to make room for a clearer statement on the broader implications of your findings. Clarifying the spatial scope of the sampling would also help readers immediately grasp the scale of the work. Ultimately, the goal is to show the reader not just what was found, but why these results matter for the field.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Technically, the manuscript is on solid ground. The application of phytosociological methods and the calculation of density, frequency, and IVI are consistent and follow established ecological standards. The data presented is clear and provides a reliable quantitative snapshot of the herb layer.

However, there is an opportunity to move beyond this fundamental correctness to achieve greater analytical depth. At present, the link between the data and broader ecological themes—such as ecosystem stability—feels somewhat generalized. The manuscript would be significantly strengthened by moving past the reporting of diversity indices toward a more robust statistical or comparative analysis. While the work is methodologically sound, enriching the ecological inferences would transform it from a descriptive record into a more impactful scientific contribution.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography successfully acknowledges the foundational and classic works of vegetation science, providing a solid historical and regional context for the study. However, to better align with the standards of a contemporary ecological journal, the reference list would benefit from a significant update.

Many of the current citations lean toward older floristic checklists, leaving a gap where recent research (from the last 5–10 years) should be. Integrating modern studies that explore the relationships between understory dynamics, disturbance gradients, and environmental drivers would provide a much stronger conceptual framework. I encourage the authors to include more recent peer-reviewed literature on diversity partitioning and community ecology; this would not only modernize the manuscript but also allow for a more nuanced and sophisticated discussion of their findings.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally well-structured and the core ideas are easy to follow. However, the prose would benefit from further refinement to meet the standards of a high-impact international journal. At present, some sections—particularly the Discussion—feature repetitive phrasing and slightly non-idiomatic constructions that can distract from the scientific message.

I suggest a thorough linguistic polish to improve flow and conciseness. Moving away from a more 'textbook' style toward more precise, analytical scientific language will help the authors' interpretations stand out. A focused effort on professional editing would ensure that the writing is as sharp and professional as the data it presents, making the final work much more compelling for a global audience.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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