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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 provides a comprehensive synthesis of the ecological, medicinal, and socio-cultural significance of Shorea robusta (Sal tree), a keystone species of tropical deciduous forests in India. By integrating ethnobotanical knowledge with ecological functions, the study bridges traditional wisdom and modern conservation perspectives. It highlights the role of S. robusta in sustaining rural livelihoods, promoting biodiversity, and contributing to climate change mitigation through carbon sequestration. The documentation of its multifaceted values offers valuable insights for researchers, policymakers, and forest managers to design sustainable utilization and conservation strategies that harmonize environmental and community well-being.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Socio-cultural services & ecological significance of Sal tree” effectively conveys the general theme but can be made more formal, specific, and informative for a scientific 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 provides a good overview of the ecological, cultural, and economic importance of Shorea robusta; however, it would benefit from greater clarity and structure. It currently reads more like a descriptive summary than a concise scientific abstract. It is suggested to include a clear statement of the study’s objective or purpose in the beginning. The inclusion of quantitative details such as the estimated forest coverage or livelihood dependence would enhance its scientific value. Some examples (e.g., Rugda mushroom, Datun) could be shortened or generalized to maintain focus and conciseness. The abstract should conclude with a strong statement emphasizing the broader implications for conservation and sustainable management. Overall, the abstract is informative but can be improved by refining its structure and tightening the language for scientific precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound and well-supported with appropriate literature citations. It accurately presents the ecological, medicinal, and socio-cultural significance of Shorea robusta, drawing from credible references and established ethnobotanical and ecological studies. The description of ecosystem services, such as soil conservation, carbon sequestration, and biodiversity support, aligns with current scientific understanding. However, a few sections rely heavily on descriptive or traditional knowledge without clear linkage to recent empirical data or quantitative analysis. Strengthening these sections with updated scientific evidence, comparative data, or recent research findings would enhance the manuscript’s robustness. Overall, the scientific content is valid and relevant, but a few areas could benefit from improved data integration and clearer distinction between traditional and research-based information.
1. The manuscript provides valuable information on the multiple dimensions of Shorea robusta; however, it lacks a clear research question or hypothesis, which makes it read more like a review or descriptive article than a scientific study.

2. Several sections, especially those on socio-cultural aspects, are narrative in nature and could be strengthened by integrating quantitative data, recent case studies, or comparative analysis from different regions.

3. While many references are cited, a few are dated; inclusion of more recent peer-reviewed literature (post-2020) would improve the scientific rigor.

4. The discussion of ecological functions (e.g., carbon sequestration, mycorrhizal associations) could be expanded with specific data or numerical estimates to substantiate claims.

5. Figures are useful, but they should include proper captions, scale, and source details to meet publication standards.

6. The manuscript would benefit from a clearer structure separating ecological, economic, medicinal, and cultural aspects under distinct subheadings with concise linking paragraphs.

7. The conclusion is brief and should highlight future research directions, conservation implications, and policy relevance.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains an extensive list of references covering ecological, ethnobotanical, and medicinal aspects of Shorea robusta. The citations are relevant and drawn from a range of credible sources, including journal articles, books, and institutional publications. However, a number of references are relatively old (pre 2015), and only a few recent studies (post 2020) have been included. To strengthen the manuscript’s scientific currency and credibility, more updated references should be incorporated—particularly those addressing climate resilience, sustainable forest management, and the biochemical or pharmaclogical potential of S. robusta.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally well-written and understandable, with clear explanations of the ecological and socio-cultural aspects of Shorea robusta. However, the English language and overall presentation would benefit from careful revision to meet the standards of scholarly communication. Several sentences are lengthy and descriptive, which affects readability and flow. The manuscript also contains minor grammatical inconsistencies, occasional repetition, and informal expressions (e.g., phrases like “providing sustainable livelihoods for rural and tribal women” could be made more formal as “supporting sustainable livelihoods among rural and tribal communities”). Scientific writing style can be improved by using concise, objective, and evidence-based language, avoiding colloquial or narrative tone.

It is recommended that the manuscript undergo professional language editing or proofreading to enhance clarity, grammar, and scientific tone. Once revised, the manuscript will communicate its content more effectively to an academic audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript effectively captures the multifaceted significance of Shorea robusta, but it would benefit from including a brief methodological note or framework to explain how literature and information were compiled or synthesized.

2. Some sections overlap in content particularly between “Economic and Ecological Services” and “Cultural Importance.” Consolidating related information could improve coherence and flow.

3. The manuscript could include a short section on threats and conservation challenges (e.g., habitat loss, overexploitation, and climate change impacts) to make it more comprehensive and forward-looking.

4. A discussion on the policy or management implications of conserving S. robusta forests would add practical value and relevance to stakeholders.

5. Incorporating a comparative perspective (e.g., comparing S. robusta with other dominant tropical forest species) would strengthen the ecological context and research depth.

6. The study could benefit from the inclusion of a conceptual figure or diagram summarizing the interconnections between ecological, economic, and cultural services.

7. Some citations in the text are repeated or could be better aligned with specific claims cross-verification of references is recommended for accuracy.

8. The conclusion is too brief; it should include more actionable recommendations for future research, community-based management, or policy interventions.

9. The manuscript could mention potential value-addition or enterprise-based opportunities (e.g., eco-friendly products, medicinal formulations) to strengthen the sustainability narrative.

10. Formatting of scientific names, figures, and references should follow consistent journal guidelines (e.g., Shorea robusta italicized throughout, uniform citation style, spacing, and numbering).
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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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