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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 holds significant importance for the scientific community as it documents traditional zootherapeutic practices and the symbolic use of animals among the indigenous communities of Darjeeling, which have been previously underexplored. The study contributes to the preservation of valuable ethnographic and biocultural knowledge that is rapidly disappearing due to globalization and lifestyle changes. It also emphasizes the need to integrate biodiversity conservation with respect for traditional medical systems. The findings can serve as a foundation for further interdisciplinary research in the fields of ethnozoology, anthropology, ecology, and sustainable development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is long and overloaded with details that are better moved to the "methods" section.
	

	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 of the article is generally informative and provides a solid overview of the study. However, it can be improved to make it more comprehensive and aligned with academic standards.
No clear objective – while implied, the abstract doesn't explicitly state the research question or aim.

No mention of key findings – statistics are unclear (e.g., "several species") and don’t highlight the most significant outcomes.

No conclusion sentence – there's no wrap-up on the study's impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is mostly scientifically correct, but there are areas that need improvement to meet high academic standards.
Lack of quantitative analysis: No use of statistical tools (e.g., frequency of citation, relative importance indices) limits the scientific robustness.

1. Insufficient sampling rationale: The method of choosing respondents is uncleraly described—no mention of sampling technique.
2. Species misclassification concern: Inclusion of Homo sapiens as part of zootherapy raises biological classification issues and scientific clarity concerns.

3. No risk assessment: There’s no formal conservation risk assessment for the use of endangered species like the tiger or pangolin.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are acceptable but could be strengthened with a few newer, interdisciplinary, and conservation-focused sources.
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is understandable and acceptable for review, but it needs professional language editing before publication to meet scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents valuable documentation of traditional zootherapeutic and ritual practices among indigenous communities in the Darjeeling Hills.
However, to enhance the academic strength and impact of the manuscript, several areas could be improved:

Consider incorporating quantitative indices (e.g., Relative Frequency of Citation, Use Value) to strengthen analytical rigor.

The language and tone should be polished to meet scholarly standards, especially in methodology and results sections.

Ethical considerations, particularly regarding the use of endangered species, require deeper discussion and alignment with current conservation frameworks.

The manuscript has solid potential and originality, but must address structural, ethical, and academic rigor issues before being 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)
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