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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 is of significant importance to the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive examination of how technological innovations can combat corruption in forestry services, with a specific focus on Bhutan. By analyzing the implementation and effectiveness of tools such as the Online Forestry System (OFS) and the Spatial Monitoring and Reporting Tool (SMART), the study offers evidence-based insights into enhancing transparency and accountability in environmental governance. It bridges the gap between digital transformation and anti-corruption strategies, thereby contributing to both academic literature and policy development. Furthermore, the manuscript's findings are valuable not only for Bhutan but also for other developing countries seeking to strengthen governance in natural resource management through technology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Leveraging Technology for Anti-Corruption Strategies in Forestry Services: Insights from Bhutan" is suitable. It clearly reflects the core focus of the study—using technology to address corruption in forestry—and specifies the geographic context (Bhutan), making it both informative and relevant for readers interested in environmental governance, digital solutions, and regional studies. The title effectively sets the scope and theme of the manuscript.
	

	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 generally comprehensive—it summarizes the problem (corruption in forestry), the technological interventions (OFS and SMART), the methodology (qualitative assessments and case studies), key findings (reduction in corruption, improved transparency), and challenges (digital divide, resistance to change). However, it could be improved with the following suggestions:

Suggestions for improvement:
1. Add methodology details: Briefly mention the data sources (e.g., the Integrity Assessment by the ACC) to enhance clarity.

2. Highlight implications: A short sentence on how the findings may guide policy in other developing countries could strengthen the impact.

3. Avoid redundancy: Phrases like “transparent and accountable” could be streamlined for conciseness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. It is grounded in relevant literature, employs appropriate qualitative methods (focus group discussions and interviews), and references credible sources such as the Anti-Corruption Commission of Bhutan and international case studies. The arguments are logically structured, and the findings are well-supported by evidence. However, for full scientific rigor, the methodology section could be expanded slightly to provide more detail on data analysis procedures. Overall, the study demonstrates a sound scientific approach to addressing its research questions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are largely sufficient and include a mix of foundational and recent works, with many sources from 2020–2024, demonstrating up-to-date scholarship. Key institutions like the World Bank, Transparency International, and the Anti-Corruption Commission of Bhutan are cited, enhancing credibility.

Suggestions for additional references:
1. OECD Reports on digital governance or anti-corruption tools in public services could add a broader international policy perspective.

2. UNODC (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime) publications on corruption in natural resources might provide further context.


	

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


	the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript uses formal academic tone, appropriate terminology, and clear sentence structures. Key concepts are well-articulated, and the arguments flow logically.

Minor suggestions:
· A few sections could benefit from slight grammatical polishing or simplification for improved readability.

· Consistency in tense and phrasing (e.g., reducing passive voice in some parts) would enhance clarity.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a timely and relevant study on the use of digital technologies to combat corruption in forestry services, focusing on Bhutan as a case study. It effectively integrates theoretical perspectives with empirical data and provides valuable insights for policymakers, practitioners, and researchers in environmental governance and anti-corruption strategies. The use of OFS and SMART systems is well-explained, and comparisons with international case studies add depth and global relevance.

The manuscript is well-organized, scientifically sound, and supported by recent and credible references. While the abstract and methodology could benefit from slight enhancements in clarity and detail, the overall quality of the work is commendable. With minor revisions, this paper has strong potential for contributing meaningfully to the literature on digital governance and sustainable resource management.
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