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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 provides valuable insights into the socio-economic characteristics, livelihood strategies, and livestock management practices of sheep rearers living in the high-altitude Drass region of Kargil. The study fills a significant knowledge gap, as very limited empirical work has focused on pastoral communities in cold arid regions of Ladakh. By documenting demographic patterns, income sources, landholding structures, flock composition, and gender participation, the paper contributes meaningfully to the literature on mountain livelihoods, small ruminant production, and climate-constrained agriculture. The findings have important implications for designing need-based policies aimed at commercial livestock development, nutritional security, and sustainable rural livelihoods in high-altitude environments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“Socio-Economic Determinants and Livestock Management Practices of Sheep Rearers in High-Altitude Drass, Kargil: Policy Insights for Sustainable Livestock Farming.” [Optional]
	

	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 presents key findings, demographic patterns, livestock holdings, and major conclusions. It gives a clear idea of what the study covers. However, a few improvements are recommended:

· The abstract is overly detailed and contains too many numeric values and percentages, which may overwhelm the reader.

· It should briefly mention the methodology, such as sampling design and analytical tools (SPSS, descriptive statistics).

· The policy implication—realigning livestock development strategies—can be explained in one concise sentence.

· Some sentences are grammatically lengthy and can be simplified.

Suggested improvement:
Summarize the results more concisely and focus on 4–5 key insights rather than listing multiple numbers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct, and the methods used are appropriate for the objectives of the study.

· The sampling procedure is clear.

· Descriptive statistics are suitable for socio-economic profiling.

· Use of SPSS for data compilation and analysis is appropriate.

· Comparisons to existing studies across India and abroad strengthen the discussion section.

However, two points can be improved:

· The discussion sometimes repeats content from the results; separating interpretation more clearly would enhance the scientific flow.

· A short explanation of the limitations, would improve scientific transparency.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and include a mix of recent studies (2020–2023) as well as foundational literature. However, a few areas could benefit from additional citations:

· Studies on high-altitude or cold-arid livestock systems in Ladakh, Himachal Pradesh, Nepal, or Central Asia.

· Literature on gender roles in mountain livestock economies.

· References related to common property resource (CPR) management and its role in pastoral livelihoods.

Adding 3–5 such references would strengthen the contextual background and policy discussion.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but the English language quality requires moderate improvement for scholarly publication:

· Several sentences are lengthy, repetitive, or contain grammatical inconsistencies.

· Some terms appear duplicated (e.g., repeated paragraphs in the introduction).

· Section headings and transitions can be improved for coherence.

· Minor typographical errors (spacing, punctuation, cross-references) need correction.

A thorough language editing pass is recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are informative but would benefit from clearer formatting and consistent representation of percentages.

· The introduction includes repeated lines and should be streamlined.

· A conceptual framework or schematic diagram on livelihood strategies in high-altitude pastoral systems would strengthen the manuscript.

· The conclusion could explicitly list policy recommendations such as improving grazing infrastructure, supporting women’s role in animal husbandry, and providing training for commercial livestock rearing.

· Consider adding a short section on constraints faced by sheep rearers—this is critical for policy formulation.
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