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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
	The manuscript addresses a scientifically and socially
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	relevant  topic  by  documenting  indigenous  ecological
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	knowledge related to fishing, crab catching, and honey
	

	
	collection practices in the Indian Sundarbans, contributing to
	

	
	interdisciplinary	debates	on	traditional	ecological
	

	
	knowledge, climate resilience, sustainable livelihoods, and
	

	
	community-based  resource  management  in  vulnerable
	

	
	coastal ecosystems. The study is timely and policy relevant
	

	
	given the increasing environmental pressures faced by the
	

	
	Sundarbans, including climate change, salinity intrusion,
	

	
	cyclones, and biodiversity degradation. However, despite its
	

	
	thematic  importance and  rich  descriptive  content, the
	

	
	manuscript presents significant methodological, analytical,
	

	
	structural, linguistic, and scientific limitations, including the
	

	
	absence  of  a  clear  analytical  framework,  insufficient
	

	
	theoretical	engagement,	and	limited	methodological
	

	
	transparency, requiring substantial revision before being
	

	
	considered suitable for publication.
	




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
	The title is relevant and adequately reflects the subject matter, although it could be more concise. (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
	The abstract summarizes the study but lacks methodological precision, analytical findings, and clearer statement of contribution. (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
	Keywords are generally appropriate, although additional terms such as “Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK)”  and  “Climate  Adaptation”  could  improve
indexing. (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
	The introduction contains relevant contextual information but is excessively descriptive and insufficiently structured academically. (3)
	

	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
	Objectives are uncleraly stated and no explicit research questions, hypotheses, or analytical propositions are formulated. (2)
	

	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
	Relevant references are included, including recent sources, but the review is mostly descriptive and lacks critical synthesis. (3)
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
	The qualitative approach is acceptable, but methodological procedures are insufficiently explained and lack rigor. (2)
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	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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
	There is no explicit discussion regarding ethical approval, informed consent, confidentiality, or participant protection. (2)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The descriptive findings are extensive, but excessively repetitive and lacking thematic synthesis and analytical interpretation. (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
	Figures are limited, improperly integrated into the text, and insufficiently discussed analytically. (2)
	

	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
	The manuscript presents limited dialogue between empirical findings and theoretical or empirical literature. (2)
	

	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
	Conclusions generally align with the descriptive evidence but remain broad and insufficiently analytical. (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
	The manuscript does not adequately discuss methodological or empirical limitations. (1)
	

	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
	References are generally relevant but there are inconsistencies in formatting, citation style, and source quality. (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
	The manuscript contains extensive grammatical problems, repetition, syntax issues, punctuation inconsistencies, and formatting problems. (2)
	





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. The title adequately reflects the content and geographical focus of the study. However, it could be improved stylistically for greater conciseness and academic precision. A possible alternative would be: “Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Livelihood Practices among Forest- and River-Dependent Communities in the Indian Sundarbans”
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY.
The abstract presents the general theme, study area, and broad findings, but several improvements are necessary:
1. The methodological approach should be specified more rigorously.
2. The number of FGDs and participant profile should be more clearly stated.
3. The abstract should explicitly identify the analytical contribution of the chapter.
4. The main findings should be synthesized more analytically rather than descriptively.
5. The policy implications should be presented more concisely.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY.
The manuscript addresses an important topic and includes valuable empirical observations. However, several scientific weaknesses reduce its academic robustness:
Major Scientific Issues
1. Lack of analytical framework
2. Weak methodological rigor The methodology section lacks important information regarding:
3. Predominantly descriptive narrative Large sections merely describe fishing instruments and practices without deeper analytical interpretation.
4. Insufficient theoretical engagement Absence of comparative interpretation The chapter does not compare findings with similar studies from other mangrove or estuarine systems.
5. No analytical categorization Overly extensive operational descriptions
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but improvements are necessary.
Main Problems
1. Inconsistency in citation formatting.
2. Missing spaces and punctuation.
3. Some references appear incomplete.
4. Uneven quality of sources.
5. Excessive dependence on localized descriptive studies.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	YES – potential ethical concerns exist.
The manuscript involves human participants through Focus Group Discussions (FGDs), but no explicit information is provided regarding:
· Ethical approval by an institutional review board;
· Informed consent procedures;
· Confidentiality measures;
· Permission for photographs;
· Protection of indigenous knowledge rights;
· Community authorization.
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