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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The overall concept of the study is promising and potentially valuable to the scientific community, particularly in advancing understanding of species ecology and conservation. However, the current presentation lacks clarity and coherence. Although the abstract emphasizes habitat utilization and behavioral adaptation as key themes, these aspects are not adequately reflected or analyzed in the Results section. For the manuscript to make a meaningful scientific contribution, the authors should clearly integrate and substantiate these focal points within the main findings and discussion.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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 several key points and claims; however, many of these are not adequately supported or elaborated upon in the Results section. There appears to be a disconnect between the objectives and highlights stated in the abstract and the actual findings reported in the manuscript. The authors should ensure that all major statements made in the abstract are clearly reflected and substantiated within the Results section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript requires substantial revision to meet scientific and editorial standards. The citation format is inconsistent throughout the text, and several figures are not properly cited within the manuscript. Additionally, some in-text citations do not have corresponding complete references in the reference list. The reference section itself does not follow a uniform formatting style. The authors are advised to carefully review and standardize the citation and referencing style in accordance with the journal guidelines to ensure accuracy, completeness, and consistency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	The manuscript requires careful revision to address numerous grammatical and language-related issues. The overall readability is affected by sentence structure errors and improper phrasing. A thorough language editing is strongly recommended to improve clarity and coherence.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript requires substantial improvement in terms of scientific rigor and presentation. The authors should enhance the scientific quality of the work. For example, Table 1 would benefit from the inclusion of additional columns indicating the IUCN Red List status and the relevant legal protection schedules for each species.

There are also issues with figure presentation and numbering. Several figures appear to be grouped under the same figure numbers (e.g., Figures 7–15 and 16–21), which needs correction and proper organization. Additionally, Figure 4 contains information that appears to overlap with the fifth column of Table 2, leading to redundancy.

The Results and Discussion sections are particularly weak. The manuscript presents findings but lacks critical discussion and interpretation. There is no proper comparison with previous studies at local, national, or international levels. The authors should incorporate relevant literature and contextualize their findings within the broader scientific framework.

The Conclusion section also lacks clarity and does not effectively summarize the key outcomes or implications of the study.

Furthermore, the manuscript requires thorough language revision, as there are numerous grammatical errors, spelling mistakes, and inconsistencies in citation formatting throughout the text.

The manuscript needs major revision before it can be considered for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The authors should clearly state whether the necessary permissions were obtained from the relevant Forest Department authorities prior to conducting the study. The official permit number and granting authority should be mentioned in the Acknowledgements section to ensure transparency and compliance with regulatory requirements.
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