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	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.


	· The manuscript bridges Indigenous Knowledge Systems (IKS) with modern climate science, offering an integrated and holistic framework for climate change mitigation and adaptation.
· It provides field-based empirical evidence (2010–2024, Eastern Ghats) demonstrating how traditional ecological practices enhance biodiversity conservation, carbon sequestration, and sustainable resource use.

· The research contributes localized, low-cost, and culturally grounded strategies that complement global climate governance and scientific models.

· It highlights the ethical importance of recognizing Indigenous rights and integrating traditional knowledge into policy frameworks aligned with global sustainability goals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 of the manuscript is clear and well-structured, but a few refinements could make it more comprehensive and aligned with scientific publication standards. Here are the suggestions:
· Add specificity about methodology: Mention the types of data collected (e.g., ethnobotanical records, interviews, participatory observations) to clarify how Indigenous Knowledge Systems were assessed.

· Include key findings or examples: Briefly highlight one or two main outcomes or observations (for instance, the role of certain indigenous practices in improving carbon sequestration or local resilience).

· Clarify the geographical scope: The Eastern Ghats are mentioned, but specifying the region’s significance for biodiversity or indigenous communities would strengthen the contextual grounding.

· Tighten the conclusion: Instead of ending with a general statement about contributing to mitigation efforts, conclude with a concise statement about the study’s implications for policy, sustainability, or scientific collaboration.

· Optional deletion: The sentence “Keeping the importance of IKS in mind, field and literature survey was carried out during different floristic works in Eastern Ghats between 2010–2024.” could be condensed to focus on purpose rather than background (e.g., “This study draws on field and literature surveys conducted across the Eastern Ghats between 2010 and 2024 to document indigenous practices relevant to climate resilience.”).

With these small changes, the abstract would more effectively communicate the study’s scope, evidence base, and scientific contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.

However, a few points could improve its scientific precision:
· Clarify methodology: The methods section lacks detail on sampling techniques, data validation, and analysis. Including these would enhance the reproducibility and credibility of the findings.

· Avoid overgeneralization: Some statements (e.g., “Indigenous knowledge can save the world”) are rhetorically powerful but should be reframed to maintain scientific neutrality, e.g., “Indigenous knowledge provides valuable frameworks for sustainable environmental management.”

· Strengthen causal links: Where claims are made about IKS contributing to carbon sequestration or resilience, providing quantitative or referenced evidence (if available) would reinforce scientific validity.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO
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