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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.
	The manuscript is important because it provides valuable insights into long-term land use and land cover changes within a critical wildlife corridor. The findings contribute to understanding the impacts of habitat degradation and landscape transformation on biodiversity conservation and wildlife connectivity. The study can support evidence-based management and conservation planning for sustaining tiger populations and ecosystem resilience in the region.

	



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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The title is clear, relevant, and appropriately reflects the focus of the study on land use/land cover dynamics and wildlife corridor conservation. However, it could be made slightly more concise and specific to further enhance its impact and readability.

	

	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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The abstract provides a concise overview of the study objectives, methodology, key findings, and conservation implications. However, it could be strengthened by including more specific quantitative results and a clearer statement of the study's novelty and significance.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The keywords are relevant to the study topic and facilitate indexing and retrieval. However, including additional terms related to wildlife corridors, habitat connectivity, remote sensing, or conservation planning could further improve the manuscript's visibility and discoverability.
	

	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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The background information is sufficient and well organized, providing adequate context for the study and its conservation significance.
	

	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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The research objectives are clearly stated and aligned with the study's aim of assessing land use/land cover changes and their implications for wildlife corridor conservation.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5 (Satisfactory)
Comment:
The literature review is relevant to the study; however, the inclusion of more recent references would strengthen its scientific context and demonstrate current developments in the field.
	

	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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The research methodology is appropriate and adequately supports the study objectives. The use of remote sensing and GIS-based LULC analysis is suitable for assessing landscape changes and wildlife corridor dynamics.
	

	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
	Rating: N/A (Not Applicable)
Comment:
The study is based on remote sensing, GIS analysis, and secondary data; therefore, no specific ethical concerns are apparent or applicable.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The results are presented clearly and logically, with appropriate use of tables, figures, and maps to illustrate land use and land cover changes.
	

	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


	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The tables and figures are clear, relevant, and effectively support the presentation of results. Minor improvements in figure resolution and labeling could further enhance readability.
	

	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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The discussion adequately relates the findings to existing literature and highlights their implications for wildlife conservation and habitat connectivity.
	

	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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The conclusions are supported by the presented data and appropriately reflect the study findings regarding land use changes and their implications for wildlife corridor conservation.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5 (Satisfactory)
Comment:
The study limitations are only briefly addressed. A more explicit discussion of limitations, including data resolution and classification uncertainties, would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5 (Satisfactory)
Comment:
The references are generally relevant to the study; however, the inclusion of more recent literature would strengthen the manuscript and better reflect current research trends in wildlife conservation and land-use change analysis.
	

	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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
Comment:
The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language. Minor grammatical and stylistic revisions would further improve readability and clarity.

	




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.

	Answer: YES
Comment:
The title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the scope and objectives of the study. No modification is necessary.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
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
.
	Yes
	

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

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

	NO.
The manuscript cites several important studies, but many references are outdated. The authors should include more recent literature (preferably from the last 5–10 years) on land-use/land-cover change, remote sensing methods, forest degradation, landscape connectivity, and tiger corridor conservation to strengthen the scientific background and discussion.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO.
No major ethical issues are apparent. The study is based on satellite imagery and GIS analysis and does not involve human subjects or animal experimentation. However, the authors may clarify whether permissions were obtained for field verification surveys.

	



Reviewer details:
Naila Ghafoor, University of Agriculture, Pakistan
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