
	Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_5647

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Vulnerable Wildlife Under Siege: A Comprehensive Threat Analysis in Rupi Bhaba Wildlife Sanctuary, Himachal Pradesh, and Proactive Mitigation Pathways

	Type of the Article
	


	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.


	Importance: 

1.It addresses a significant global knowledge about Rupi Bhaba Wildlife Sanctuary in the study area
2.Scientific Contribution: Provides insights into Proactive Mitigation Pathways in Rupi Bhaba Wildlife Sanctuary.
3.The study is connected to population dynamics and biodiversity

4.Cites a broad range of relevant literature, including recent studies up to 2025.

Weakness:

1.
The abstract is long and descriptive; should focus on objective, methods, key results, and conclusion.

2.
Parameters symbol are not consistently defined in the condition factor.

3.
 Some of the references are old with 15 to 20 years old.

Suggestions:

1.
Revise the abstract to 200–250 words, highlighting aim, methodology, main findings, and significance.

2.Give proper description of the vertical and horizontal axis in the graphs with appropriate units if it is part of your results. 

4.The references should be at least ten years to the study time. Check the manuscript.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Since there was no threat analysis in the study. I therefore suggest that the title be “Vulnerable Wildlife Under Siege: A Comprehensive knowledge of Rupi Bhaba Wildlife Sanctuary in Himachal Pradesh and Proactive Mitigation Pathways”
	

	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.


	Revisit the abstract as reduce it to 200–250 words, highlighting aim, methodology, main findings and significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It is scientifically okay from the biological point of view and the study area.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references should be at least ten years to the study time. Check the manuscript

	

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


	There should be thorough proofreading to fix grammar, syntax, and academic style of the journal. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	It is okay after all these corrections have been made.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The author/s should show the ethical consideration. 
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