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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 study addresses an important aspect of rural livelihood sustainability in high-altitude ecosystems, focusing on the role of forestry fodder resources in livestock production and income generation. The documentation of species diversity and utilization patterns provides valuable baseline data for researchers, policymakers and forestry planners in the Himalayas. The findings can contribute to the design of fodder security and agroforestry management strategies under changing climatic and socioeconomic conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is descriptive but could be more concise and precise (e.g., "Diversity and Utilization of Forestry Fodder Resources for Livestock Production in Rural Leh Himalaya, India"). "Extraction" implies overexploitation, which may not align with the sustainable framing in the conclusion.
	

	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 overly dense and contains run-on sentences (e.g., the final sentence is a 30+ word fragment). It jumps between findings without clear flow. Restructure into: background (1-2 sentences), methods, key results, implications. The keywords are relevant but include "agroforestry" for better indexing.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally sound but lacks analytical depth. The study design relies mainly on descriptive statistics without inferential analysis or hypothesis testing. The reliability of household-reported fodder collection quantities is not validated. Authors should also explicitly state research questions or hypotheses at the end of the Introduction to provide a clear focus. Tables and figures are useful but need better formatting and labeling.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most references are recent and relevant. However, there is an overreliance on publications from the same author group. Inclusion of more independent and regionally diverse sources. Reference formatting should be made uniform as per journal style.
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Abstract:

The final lines (“findings… will be used to put forth strategies…”) are speculative and can be omitted.

Introduction:

The introduction provides a solid global and regional context but is bloated with repetitive citations (e.g., multiple Islam et al. references on similar themes). Streamline to 800-1000 words; focus on gaps specific to Leh. The transition to study objectives feels abrupt. Explicitly state hypotheses or research questions. 

Materials and Methods: 

Study Area: Excellent geographical detail, but factual errors abound: Altitude range is listed as "2900 to 5900 metres" then "2300 metres to 500 metres" (typo? Likely 5000 m). 
"Laquan Spite of Himachal Pradesh" → "Lahaul and Spiti"
Data Analysis: Descriptive stats are sufficient for this exploratory study, but consider adding inferential tests to strengthen claims. Reference to Snedecor and Cochran (1967) is outdated; update to modern equivalents.
Results: 
Involvement rates (100% collection, 11.35% trade) are insightful; expand on socio-economic correlates. Employment (7,090 man-days) is a strong finding; disaggregate by gender/season if data allow. Overall, results feel like a data dump; use subheadings for clarity.
Discussion: 

· This section heavily recycles introduction material. It lacks novel synthesis – e.g., how do Leh's findings differ from other Himalayan studies? 

· Link results to objectives.

· Discuss why Fabaceae dominates and implications for conservation. 

· Strong on socio-economic links but weak on environmental impacts (e.g., over-extraction risks in fragile ecosystems). 

· Address limitations of the study. 

Conclusion:

· Concise and forward-looking, reiterating key benefits (fodder security, income, employment). However, policy recommendations are generic; specify 2-3 actionable ones.

References

· Inconsistent: Some have DOIs, others not; formatting varies (e.g., journal names abbreviated unevenly). include more Leh/Ladakh-specific works.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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