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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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 manuscript is important because it reports a new finding about the diet of sloth bears, which has not been recorded before. The discovery of a fossorial snake in the diet helps improve our understanding of the feeding behaviour and ecological flexibility of this species. It also shows how sloth bears can adapt to different environmental conditions by using a wide range of food resources. This information can be useful for future research and for developing better conservation and habitat management strategies.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	

	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
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title of the article is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and clearly explains the purpose and main findings of the study. However, it could be improved by making the sentences shorter and more direct, and by clearly highlighting the main result in a simpler way. Overall, only minor revision is needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is generally scientifically correct. However, some parts of the study, especially the methods and data presentation, should be explained more clearly to strengthen the scientific reliability as the following: 
Introduction: Clearly state the knowledge gap. Explicitly define the objective in one concise sentence at the end of the Introduction. Reduce redundant background information and focus on feeding ecology and previous diet studies.
Materials and methods: Clearly specify: Sampling period (months, seasons)/ Number of surveys/ Criteria for scat identification. Provide clear identification methods for Uropeltis (diagnostic characters, references). Separate methodology from general ecological explanations.
Results: The Results section is largely descriptive and lacks quantitative analysis. There is no summary table or statistical representation of diet composition.
Discussion: The Discussion provides reasonable ecological interpretation but remains largely descriptive and lacks deeper engagement with existing literature. Some claims are not sufficiently supported by comparative studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic of the study. Nevertheless, most of the cited literature is relatively old, and the manuscript would benefit from including more recent studies (especially within the last 5–10 years) to better reflect current knowledge in the field.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
	



PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents an interesting and potentially publishable finding, particularly the first record of a fossorial snake in the diet of sloth bears. However, the current version is still quite descriptive and lacks sufficient methodological clarity and quantitative support. I recommend major revision before reconsideration. If the authors improve the methods, add basic quantitative analysis, and strengthen the identification of the species, the manuscript could be suitable for publication.
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