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	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 article addresses a critical environmental challenges, strengthens the role of community-based initiatives, reveals the social dynamics behind operational success, offers policy-relevant insights, demonstrates the value of social network analysis in environmental management, etc.
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	Clarify Methodological Details – While the methodology section explains the selection of top-performing WBUs, it could benefit from more explicit details on the questionnaire design, sampling rationale, and data validation steps to strengthen research transparency.

  Enhance Visual Interpretations – The sociograms in Figures 1–3 are mentioned in detail, but their captions and in-text explanations could be expanded to make them more interpretable for readers unfamiliar with social network analysis visuals.

  Deepen Practical Implications – The discussion provides strong theoretical connections, but it could be enriched by outlining more concrete, actionable strategies for WBU managers and policymakers to address low network density and reduce dependency on a single dominant actor.

  Strengthen Link Between Results and Recommendations – The recommendations in the conclusion are valid, yet they would have more impact if each one was explicitly tied back to a specific finding (e.g., low density, single actor dominance, cluster patterns).

  Improve Flow in Results Section – Some tables (e.g., Tables 3–5) present extensive raw data that may overwhelm the reader. Summarizing key values in a comparative narrative before showing the full tables could improve readability and comprehension.
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