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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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 a robust, community‑based ethnobotanical inventory of 72 wild leafy vegetable species used by Gond and Baiga tribes in a poorly documented region of Madhya Pradesh. The integration of quantitative indices (UV, RFC, ICF) adds analytical strength often missing in descriptive surveys. Findings directly inform food security, anaemia mitigation, and conservation policy in a biosphere reserve landscape. The collaboration with Janjati Kalyan Kendra enhances ethical and participatory credibility. The evidence of intergenerational knowledge erosion is an urgent call to action
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES – but very long. Suggestion for journal formatting: shorten to “Ethnobotanical Survey of Wild Leafy Vegetables Used by Tribal Communities of Bargaon, Dindori District, Madhya Pradesh, India: Diversity, Medicinal Uses, and Conservation Status”. The phrase “A Community‑Based Study with Janjati Kalyan Kendra…” can be moved to acknowledgements or methods.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO – it lacks several key numbers mentioned in the full text:  Missing quantitative summary of conservation status (promised in title). No mention of the 24 disease categories or top ICF values. Does not state that knowledge erosion was observed.

Suggestion: Add 1–2 sentences: *“A high informant consensus was recorded for digestive disorders (ICF=0.89) and anaemia (ICF=0.85). Elder women (55–64 years) held the most knowledge, while informants below 45 years showed significant attrition.”*

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, with minor concerns: Table 1 lists Trigonella foenum-graecum (fenugreek) – this is widely cultivated, not truly “wild”. 
Please clarify if feral/wild populations exist in the study area.Conservation status: title promises this, but no IUCN or local Red List assessment is provided.
 Either add a dedicated subsection or revise title to remove “Conservation Status”.
Voucher specimen numbers are not mentioned in the methods (only “deposited at Departmental Herbarium”). Please add repository name and accession numbers.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO – out of 19 references, 13 are from 2010 or earlier. Only 6 are from 2015–2021. No references from 2022–2025.
Suggestion: Add at least 5 recent (2022–2025) papers on ethnobotany of Central Indian tribes, quantitative indices, or nutritional studies of wild greens (e.g., from Journal of Ethnopharmacology, Economic Botany, Indian Journal of Traditional Knowledge).

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO – clear statements on prior informed consent, Nagoya Protocol alignment, and approval from tribal welfare authority. This is strength.
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