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PART 1

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 delivers important baseline data on land use systems and plant diversity in a remote Himalayan forest area, while highlighting key ecosystem benefits like carbon storage and grazing opportunities, especially as climate threats intensify. The integrated approach of combining satellite mapping and plant community analysis provides actionable ideas for protecting these fragile high-altitude zones prone to degradation. Overall, it adds meaningfully to research on Himalayan ecology and supports sustainable management efforts tied to UN Sustainable Development Goals in Jammu & Kashmir.
	




PART  2

	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is very precise and appropriate for the study
Rating:5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract is very comprehensive and provide a detailed summary of the study.
Rating: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords are relevant, could add "Sentinel-2".
Rating: 4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The background is well-organized and supported by recent references
Rating: 5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Objective is explicitly stated.
Rating: 4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is Strong (2021-2025), could add few studies for historical gaps for the study
Rating: 4 
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	On-screen digitization is basic, needs justification for supervised classification. Also, make uniformity for the IVI formula, either use the term ‘dominance’ or ‘cover’
Rating: 3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
Rating: 5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Result is presented very clearly and carefully.
Rating: 5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Tables and figures are very relevant and provide a clear result of the study
Rating: 5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Discussion relate and provide a good synthesis.
Rating: 4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Conclusion is data supported
Rating: 4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Limitations of the study are not discussed. 
Rating: 2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	References are relevant and sufficient.
Rating: 4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript used clear and understandable language
Rating: 5
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Manuscript provides good descriptive study with high accuracy (92.8% OA, Kappa 0.91) using Sentinel-2. 
Strengths: Detailed IVI analysis (Poa annua dominant), ecological relevance. 
Weaknesses: Manuscript used outdated methodology, i.e., manual digitization. Could use the Machine learning classifiers. But the major weakness which is found in the current manuscript is that it does not present any temporal LULC change. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for journal after few minor revisions.
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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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