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	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 makes a valuable contribution to the scientific community by addressing a critical gap in current knowledge and advancing understanding in its field. The findings provide evidence-based insights that can inform future research, policy, and practical applications. By presenting novel data and offering a comprehensive analysis, the study supports ongoing scientific dialogue and opens pathways for interdisciplinary collaboration. Ultimately, the work strengthens the foundation for innovation and helps guide both researchers and practitioners toward more effective solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I want to know what does the author mean by ‘Adoptions’. It is not an appropriate term. 

My suggestions for the title – “Adapting to Climate Change in the Himalayas: Challenges and Pathways Forward”
	

	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 gives a good overview of the article and highlights the main theme, but it could be made a bit more comprehensive. At present, it introduces the topic well, yet adding more detail about the specific challenges, adaptation strategies, and the scope of the review would make it stronger. Including a clear statement on why the review is important and what it contributes to the field would also help readers quickly grasp its significance. Overall, the abstract works well as a summary, but a few refinements could make it more engaging and informative.
These are some of the improvements that would make the abstract more thorough and impressive to readers (and reviewers): 

· Sense of scope - in one or two lines, please explain what you include in your treatment of Himalayan climate change (e.g. glacial melt, biodiversity, agriculture, water resources, livelihoods). This is indicative of the scope of the review. 
· Specifics on impediments mentioned clearly in it (rather than simply making the statement that it is challenging, list one or two difficulties (e.g. a fast-melting glacier, unpredictable monsoons, and the ever-growing exposure of mountain populations). 
· Adaptation measures: -emphasize specific limited adaptive actions (e.g. community-based adaptation, sustainable agriculture, disaster risk reduction). This demonstrates the practicality of the review. 
· New contribution of the paper - include a sentence on why this review is important (e.g. it summarizes dispirit research, aligns research to policymakers, and translates gaps to future researchers). 
· Problem-versus-solution balance - make sure that the abstract does not overly focus on threats; it must also indicate the resilience and adaptation pathways. 
· Keywords matching- ensure that the abstract includes identical key words that will be used by readers (and databases) to search which are like: climate resilience, Himalayas, adaptation, sustainability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, mostly, but there are a few statements that require refinement, revisions and better citing. You can paste in this human, reviewer-style note: 
General scientific validity: The article fits into the existing knowledge about the climate risks in the Himalaya (warming, elevation-sensitive warming, glacier recession, hydrological changes, hazards and social-ecological vulnerability). The cross-scale framing (local and regional-global) and the connection to adaptation/mitigation is suitable. 
Terminology & title: Change the wording of ‘Adoptions’ to Adaptations. 
Quantifications: Most of the numbers (e.g., the magnitude of global warming, warming experienced in India, and the much hyped up to 80 percent of the glacier volume loss, sub-region-specific monsoon changes) must be linked to scenarios/periods and should be brought up to date to the latest assessment (e.g., IPCC AR6/AR7 cycle, ICIMOD reports, etc.). Put uncertainty ranges where we can. 
Glacier assertions: Claims like, Everest glaciers down 2,000 yrs of ice in 30 yrs are impressive and probably true at a particular site but should refer to the study/site (e.g. South Col ice-core work) and not imply a generalization across a basin. 
Monsoon seasoning: The description of east? central? west monsoon window is itself abnormally long in some spots; months need to be re-checked and references to contemporary local climatology given. 
Reference fit: Editors must be wary of a handful of citations (e.g., coastal vulnerability papers) since they appear out of place in Himalayan processes. Either justify the use or substitute with Himalaya specific sources. 
Health section: It has a good start, but it can be embellished with facts about the high-mountain health situation (heat stress in high altitudes, pollution/black carbon, mental health, displacement/migration, access to care), and it should correlate the changes in the course of the disease with the altitude/temperature thresholds and monitoring data. 
Data gaps vs. assertions: Where you observe thin extant observations up in the altitude, maintain the extreme claims or include, “The evidence is scarce, and additional observation should be made.”
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript refers to the literature, and most of the sources are outdated (before 2021), and some sources are peripheral. More recent texts, e.g. IPCC AR6 (20212022), and ICIMODs (2023) assessment, as well as the latest glacier/hydrology analysis (e.g. Kraaijenbrink et al., Shrestha et al., Pandey Kulkarni), should be incorporated. To reinforce the scientific base, at least 57 (20212023) sources of the recent are required. The consistency in format should also be seen in the references.


	

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


	Overall, the manuscript is understandable and conveys scientific content clearly. However, several areas need refinement for scholarly standards:

1. Terminology: Some terms are incorrect or imprecise (e.g., “Adoptions” should be “Adaptations”).

2. Grammar and Syntax: Long sentences and repeated phrasing reduce readability. Shorter, well-structured sentences would improve clarity.

3. Consistency: Section numbering, headings, and reference formatting should be standardized.

4. Scholarly tone: Avoid informal expressions and ensure all claims are evidence-based with proper citations.

With minor editing for grammar, sentence structure, and terminology, the language quality will be suitable for publication in a scientific journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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