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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 provides valuable empirical data from a high-altitude, cold-arid region that is rarely studied in livestock research. The socio-economic profiling of sheep rearers in Drass, Kargil, offers insights into livelihood strategies, gender participation, and resource constraints in marginal farming systems. Such information is crucial for policymakers, development agencies, and researchers working on sustainable livestock farming in fragile ecosystems. The study contributes to bridging a significant knowledge gap and has implications for reorienting commercial livestock policy in high-altitude regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable as it reflects the scope and focus of the study. However, for precision and conciseness, a possible alternative could be: “Socio-Economic Characteristics and Livelihood Strategies of Sheep Rearers in High-Altitude Drass, Kargil: Policy Implications for Sustainable Livestock Farming”
	

	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 comprehensive but overly descriptive, with excessive numerical detail. It should be streamlined to emphasize objectives, methodology, key findings, and policy implications. Suggested improvements:

· Reduce repetition of percentages and village-level details.

· Strengthen the concluding sentence to clearly state the policy relevance and contribution to scientific knowledge.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of survey design, data collection, and descriptive statistical analysis. However, the analysis is limited to averages and percentages. Inclusion of inferential statistics (e.g., chi-square tests, ANOVA) would strengthen the rigor and allow for more robust comparisons across villages. The discussion is well-supported by literature but could benefit from deeper synthesis rather than repetition of results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are partially sufficient but several are outdated or incomplete. Some citations are truncated (e.g., Aabedi, 2009) and others lack full bibliographic details. More recent references on high-altitude livestock systems, socio-economic resilience, and gender roles in animal husbandry should be added. Ensure consistency in formatting and inclusion of DOIs where available.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires revision for scholarly communication. Issues include redundancy, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent terminology. For example, phrases like “Findings and Conversation Size of the Family” should be revised for clarity. A thorough language edit will improve readability and professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Tables are informative but overcrowded; consider splitting them for clarity.

2. Superscripts in tables should be explained consistently.

3. The conclusion should move beyond description and provide actionable policy recommendations (e.g., diversification of livestock, CPR management, gender-sensitive interventions).

4. Overall, the manuscript has strong potential but requires major revision for clarity, rigor, and policy framing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are apparent. The study is based on household surveys and does not involve invasive procedures on humans or animals. Ethical approval and informed consent should be explicitly mentioned to strengthen transparency.
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