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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.
	The manuscript presents an interesting study on Bangus grassland in the Kashmir Himalaya combining LULC mapping, by integrating Sentinel-2, with phytosociological analysis.  using the Importance Value Index (IVI). The study addresses a relevant ecological topic in the context of Himalayan grassland conservation and provides some useful baseline data on floristic composition. The dual approach combining remote sensing and vegetation ecology is commendable
	











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
	4: Good

	

	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
	3: Satisfactory

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: Satisfactory

	

	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
	4: Good

	

	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
	3: Satisfactory

	

	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
	 4: Good

	

	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
	2: Needs Improvement

	

	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

	

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

	

	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
	2 : Needs Improvement 

	

	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
	 3: Satisfactory

	

	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
	3: Satisfactory

	

	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
	2: Needs Improvement

	

	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
	 4: Good

	

	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
	2 : Needs Improvement
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript addresses an ecologically relevant topic,  the characterization of high-altitude grasslands in the Kashmir Himalaya using a combination of satellite-based LULC mapping and field vegetation surveys. Studies of this kind are genuinely needed in the region, and I appreciate the effort involved in the fieldwork, particularly the collection of phytosociological data in a remote and logistically challenging environment.
That said, I have a number of concerns that I believe need to be properly addressed before this work is ready for publication.
My first and most serious concern is about the internal consistency of the data. The reported grassland area is contradictory across the manuscript: the abstract mentions 2,517.27 ha (6.43–7.86%), Section 3.1 gives 2,056.72 ha (6.43%), and Table 1 lists 2,517.27 ha (7.86%). These cannot all be correct. This kind of inconsistency undermines confidence in the entire dataset and needs to be resolved by going back to the GIS source files and reconciling the figures systematically across the text.
On the LULC methodology, describing the classification as "on-screen digitisation" is insufficient. Readers need to understand the workflow: what criteria were used to delineate each class? How were ambiguous areas handled? Was any inter-operator consistency check performed? Without this, the results are difficult to evaluate and impossible to reproduce. I would also strongly encourage the authors to include the full per-class confusion matrix,  reporting only the overall accuracy and kappa, while omitting producer's and user's accuracy for individual classes, tells us very little about how well the grassland class specifically was mapped, which is the central land cover of interest here.
Regarding the vegetation analysis, the phytosociological section raises a few questions. The number of quadrats is never stated, nor is there any description of how they were distributed across the grassland. This is basic information that any reader will look for. A species accumulation curve or at minimum a justification of sampling sufficiency would strengthen the floristic findings considerably. I also noticed that the IVI values are reported to four or five decimal places throughout Table 2, which gives a false impression of precision for what is ultimately a field-based count method , rounding to two decimal places would be more appropriate.
One observation that I think deserves discussion: Sorghum halepense appears in the species list with a moderately high IVI of 11.96. This is an invasive warm-season grass not typically associated with alpine–subalpine Himalayan meadows. Either the identification should be verified, or if the record is confirmed, the authors should discuss what its presence signals about disturbance levels or range shifts in the area;  this could actually be one of the more interesting findings in the paper.
More broadly, the study is largely descriptive, which is not a problem in itself for a baseline study in an understudied area. However, the Discussion section does not do enough to interpret the findings. Section 4.3 in particular reads more like a condensed version of the Results than a genuine discussion. What do the dominant IVI species tell us about grazing history? What are the conservation implications of the fragmented grassland pattern revealed by the LULC map? These are the questions that would make this study genuinely useful to land managers and ecologists working in the region.
Finally, a few presentation issues that should be corrected: Table 2 is titled "Pahalgam" instead of "Bangus"; the word "LULC" is misspelled as "LULU" in the conclusion; the IVI sub-formulas reuse equation numbers (1), (2), (3) already used earlier for the accuracy metrics; and Figure 2, referenced in the text, does not appear in the submitted document.
I would encourage the authors to revise carefully and resubmit. The study area is worthwhile and the core data have value . The manuscript simply needs to be brought up to the standard of rigor that this kind of integrated remote sensing and vegetation ecology work requires.
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