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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.


	The present manuscript is significant because it documents the first confirmed occurrence of Rubus treutleri in Odisha and the Eastern Ghats, thereby extending the known geographic range of this Himalayan species. This new record contributes valuable biogeographical insight by highlighting floristic linkages between the Himalaya and the under-explored montane ecosystems of eastern India. By providing an updated taxonomic description, diagnostic characters, and habitat details based on freshly collected material, the work fills a critical gap in regional floristic knowledge. The findings further emphasize the importance of continued botanical exploration in poorly surveyed mountain landscapes to refine species distributions and support biodiversity conservation planning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title “Rubus treutleri Hook.f.: A new distribution record and range extension to the Eastern Ghats, India” is appropriate and scientifically sound. It accurately reflects the core contribution of the manuscript reporting the first confirmed record and southward range extension of Rubus treutleri to the Eastern Ghats.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly states the taxon involved (Rubus treutleri Hook.f.), the context of its known distribution, and the key finding the first confirmed record from Odisha and the Eastern Ghats.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct and well-founded. The taxonomic identification of Rubus treutleri is supported by appropriate morphological comparison with closely related species, particularly R. moluccanus, and the diagnostic characters cited are consistent with those reported in standard floras and taxonomic literature. The claim of a new distribution record for Odisha and the Eastern Ghats is justified through verification using regional floras, herbarium resources, and authoritative online databases, and no contradictory evidence is noted in the provided references. The ecological description, phenology, and distributional details are consistent with known patterns for the species in the Himalayan region, making the southward range extension scientifically plausible. Overall, the methodology, interpretation, and conclusions presented in the manuscript are coherent, evidence-based, and scientifically valid.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references included in the manuscript are sufficient, relevant, and appropriately recent for a taxonomic and distributional study. You have cited classic foundational works such as Hooker (1878-79), which are essential for historical taxonomy, along with modern resources like POWO (2025) and recent floristic publications from 2022, 2023, and 2025. These contemporary references ensure that the distributional claims and comparative taxonomy are up-to-date. The mix of historical and recent sources is appropriate for a manuscript of this nature, where both original taxonomic baselines and current regional floristic updates are required. Overall, the references adequately support the scientific claims of the paper and meet current academic standards for a distributional record.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is clear, formal, and appropriate for scholarly communication. Scientific terminology is used correctly, and the writing maintains coherence throughout. Only minor refinements may be needed, but overall the English quality is suitable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-prepared and presents a valuable new distribution record with clear taxonomic justification. Figures, descriptions, and references are appropriate and support the findings effectively. Minor improvements in sentence flow and formatting may enhance readability, but overall the work is scientifically sound and suitable for publication.
Minor improvements

1. Improve sentence flow in a few sections (especially Introduction and Taxonomic Treatment) by removing overly long sentences and ensuring consistent tense.

2. Standardize formatting for scientific names (italics), headings, and spacing to maintain uniformity throughout the manuscript.

3. Include brief methodological detail in the abstract (optional but recommended) to strengthen clarity.

4. Verify coordinates and elevation formatting for consistency with journal style.

5. Check reference formatting to ensure uniform citation style (e.g., italics for journal titles and correct punctuation).
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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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