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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 study focuses on the documentation and authentication of historical herbarium specimens collected by Dr. E. K. Janaki Ammal in the past, which are currently housed at the Botanical Survey of India, Central Regional Centre Herbarium. The study aims to contribute to the scientific value of these historical collections by verifying and documenting the botanical identity, origin, and associated information of the specimens examined.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
It is recommended to remove the botanist's name from the keywords and instead prioritize terms directly related to the work's objective and scientific scope, such as: botanical heritage, herbarium, catalogue, botanical research, plant diversity, systematics, historical collections.


	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
The caption for Figure 3 should be placed directly beneath the figure. The same recommendation applies to Figures 3a, 3b, and 4, in order to standardize the presentation of all illustrations in accordance with scientific formatting norms.
	

	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
	3
	


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.
	NO
Proposed title: Botanical legacy of Dr. E. K. Janaki Ammal: documentation and authentication of historical herbarium specimens housed at the Botanical Survey of India, Central Regional Centre Herbarium, Prayagraj (Allahabad), India.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

This work highlights the scientific and heritage value of historical herbarium collections and contributes to showcasing the botanical legacy associated with the work of botanist Dr. E. K. Janaki Ammal. Through this approach, the study also underscores the enduring value of herbarium collections as scientific resources for contemporary botanical research, particularly in the fields of plant diversity, systematics, biogeography, ecology, and biodiversity conservation.

To improve the scientific quality and presentation of the manuscript, the following recommendations are proposed:

1.Taxonomic revision

Approximately 88 species were revised out of a total of 272 taxa. It would be advisable to clearly specify in the text the proportion of taxa actually revised and the criteria used for their selection.

2.Enhancement of the herbarium catalogue

It is strongly recommended to expand and enhance Table 3, which details the herbarium specimen catalogue. For each taxon, it would be relevant to add—wherever data is available—information regarding:

- its ecology and habitat;

- its geographical distribution;

- its biogeographical or chorological status;

- its conservation status;

- its frequency or rarity within the study area: common, fairly common, fairly rare, rare, very rare, etc. This information would make it possible to move beyond the catalogue’s purely descriptive nature and better highlight its ecological, biogeographical, and heritage value. It would also help demonstrate the importance of historical herbarium collections as data sources for understanding and monitoring plant diversity.

3.Scientific valorization of the catalogue

It would also be worthwhile to further discuss the information derived from the catalogue by relating it to current botanical knowledge. This approach would help underscore the herbarium’s contribution to contemporary botanical research, systematics, the study of flora dynamics, and biodiversity conservation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	    NO
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