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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.


	This manuscript focuses on the assessment of multiple anthropogenic and natural threats affecting wildlife in the Rupi Bhaba Wildlife Sanctuary, a relatively understudied protected area in the Western Himalaya. The study is important as it documents site-specific conservation challenges and highlights the need for adaptive management strategies in fragile mountain ecosystems. By integrating field observations, secondary data, and stakeholder inputs, the study contributes useful baseline information for conservation planning. With further methodological strengthening, the manuscript can serve as a valuable reference for wildlife managers, conservation biologists, and policymakers working in Himalayan protected areas.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and reflects the scope and focus of the study. It appropriately highlights the vulnerability of wildlife, the study area, and the conservation perspective. No change in the title is suggested.
	

	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 is informative but requires revision.

· Scientific names of all major wildlife species should be provided in brackets after their common names.

· A brief methodology component should be added, mentioning the study duration, nature of surveys, and data sources.

· The abstract can be slightly refined to improve clarity and scientific precision.

· Once an abbreviation is defined after the full form, it should be used consistently throughout the manuscript.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually sound and scientifically relevant; however, it requires major revisions to improve methodological clarity and analytical rigor. Objectives are not clearly defined, and the methodology lacks sufficient detail regarding survey design, data analysis, number of field visits per beat, transect length or observation protocols, criteria for identifying threats, data sources (forest department records, stakeholder consultations, observations) are mentioned but not systematically described.

Results are mostly not supported by tables, indices, or comparative metrics. Results and discussion are merged, which affects clarity. 

Tables need to be added summarizing threats

· Beat-wise threat distribution

· Trend observations (increasing/decreasing threats) 
Strengthening these sections will enhance the scientific robustness of the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely relevant and recent, particularly those related to habitat fragmentation, fire, grazing, and human-wildlife conflict. However, some references appear loosely connected to the study context, and some are too old (e.g., Wallace 1876). The authors are advised to streamline citations and focus more on literature directly related to Himalayan wildlife sanctuaries and protected area management.
	

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


	The language is understandable but requires careful proofreading. Several grammatical errors, repetition, and sentence structure issues are present. Professional language editing is recommended to improve clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Objectives should be clearly stated at the end of the Introduction.

· Methodology should be reorganized into clear sub-sections.

· Results and Discussion should be separated. (Results: findings specific to RBWS, Discussion: comparison with other studies and broader implications)
· Conservation strategies should be more directly linked to the identified threats.

Maps require major cartographic corrections, including:

· Proper headings (INDIA, Himachal Pradesh, Kinnaur District, RBWS Beat Map),

· Visible coordinates with extra zeros in seconds removed,

· Scale bars for each map are placed within the map frame,

· Clear legend heading as “LEGEND”,

· Removal of grid lines from the beat map and others,

· Consistent north arrow placement towards the right side.

Major Revision Required

The manuscript has strong potential but requires significant improvements in objectives, methodology, cartographic presentation, and language before it can be considered for publication.
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	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)

No ethical issues are observed.
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