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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 addresses a topic of considerable contemporary relevance: integrating Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) into watershed development practice in India, with particular reference to the ecologically sensitive Himalayan region (Dehradun District, Uttarakhand). Watershed degradation, soil erosion, declining spring discharge, urbanisation pressures and climate-related hydrological stress are pressing concerns for both ecological sustainability and rural livelihoods, so a review that consolidates the regulatory, technical and participatory dimensions of EIA-led watershed development is potentially useful for practitioners, policy-makers and graduate researchers. The inclusion of a step-wise EIA process, the regulatory framework of India and Uttarakhand, and an applied case study of the Suswa, Asan and Song watersheds gives the article practical illustrative value. To deliver fully on its promise, however, the review needs an explicit literature-search methodology, sharper critical synthesis, and clearer articulation of research gaps and future directions.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good). The title is clear, descriptive and accurately conveys the dual focus on EIA and watershed development guidelines in India, but it is rather long and could be tightened. The geographic focus on Dehradun (which is central to the case study) is not signalled in the title.
	

	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). The abstract covers the main themes (watersheds as integrated systems, EIA as a decision-support tool, India’s regulatory framework, the Dehradun case and integrated watershed management). However, it is presented as a single dense paragraph without structured segments (Background / Aim / Approach / Key findings / Conclusion), is too long, and contains some grammatical/structural lapses (e.g., a sentence fragment beginning "Review of watershed development guidelines..."). The novel contribution of the review is not clearly stated.
	

	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). The listed keywords (EIA, GIS, Remote sensing, Screening, India, Hydrology) are relevant but uneven in granularity. "Screening" is only one sub-step of EIA and is disproportionate alongside broader concepts. Important terms such as "Watershed development", "Dehradun", "Uttarakhand", "Himalaya", "Sustainability" and "Community participation" are missing. Recommend revising to 5-7 well-balanced keywords.
	

	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 (Satisfactory). The background introduces watersheds, EIA, and their interaction with hydrological/ecological/socio-economic systems with reasonable coverage. However, the introduction is repetitive: the function of EIA, the role of stakeholder participation, and the importance of climate considerations are revisited multiple times. The transition from general EIA theory to the Indian and Dehradun-specific context could be sharper.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement). The manuscript does not contain a clearly delineated "Aim" or "Objectives" statement. The closest is a single sentence near the end of the introduction ("This research evaluates EIA regulations and EWCP impacts..."), and "EWCP" is introduced without prior definition. Recommend adding a short, explicit objectives paragraph at the end of the introduction listing the specific aims (e.g., (i) review the EIA process applicable to watershed projects; (ii) examine India’s regulatory framework; (iii) illustrate application through the Dehradun case; (iv) identify gaps and future directions).
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good). The cited body of work is generally relevant to the topic, drawing on EIA theory, Himalayan hydrology, Indian watershed policy and watershed-development case studies. A few citations feel tangential and could be replaced with more directly relevant sources.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good). A substantial proportion of references are from 2018-2025, which is appropriate. The author should verify several entries that carry future-looking dates (e.g., Kumar 2026; Zhang et al. 2026) to ensure they are accurate and accessible (forthcoming/in-press status should be indicated explicitly).
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 (Poor). No literature-search methodology is described anywhere in the manuscript. For a review article this is a significant omission. The author should add a short "Methodology" or "Methods of Review" section specifying: databases searched (e.g., Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar, ScienceDirect), key search strings, time window, inclusion/exclusion criteria, language restrictions, and the screening/selection process. A flow diagram (e.g., PRISMA-style) would strengthen credibility.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement). The review is largely descriptive: it summarises EIA steps, policy instruments, and watershed practices without genuinely comparing contending approaches, identifying tensions or contradictions among studies, or weighing evidence quality. Recommend integrating comparative tables (e.g., comparing EIA outcomes across watershed projects, or contrasting structural vs. non-structural mitigation effectiveness) and adding analytical commentary that goes beyond summary.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	2 (Needs Improvement). A dedicated "Research Gaps and Future Directions" section is absent. Some implicit gaps appear in the conclusion (e.g., need for adaptive management, integration of GIS/RS), but they are not consolidated. Recommend adding a clearly headed section that lists specific gaps (e.g., long-term post-EIA monitoring evidence, integration of climate-projection scenarios, evaluation of community-participation effectiveness) and corresponding research questions.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory). The conclusion is broadly consistent with the body of the paper, but it is somewhat generic ("a sound scientific evaluation, a strong policy framework, and community involvement") and is not tightly tied to specific findings from the cited literature or the Dehradun case. Strengthen by linking each conclusion point to specific evidence reviewed.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 (Poor). The review does not discuss its own limitations (scope, geographic focus, language of sources, time-window, absence of empirical primary data, reliance on grey literature, etc.). A short "Limitations of this review" paragraph before the conclusion is recommended.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory). The reference list is reasonably extensive (~50 entries) and includes journal articles, books and grey literature. However, several formatting and quality issues need attention: (i) inconsistent in-text citation style (e.g., "Basuet al,2024", "Glassonet et al., 2013", missing spaces and punctuation); (ii) incomplete entries (some lack volume, issue or page numbers); (iii) a Daily (1997) entry is truncated mid-publisher; (iv) some DOIs should be verified (e.g., the Parihar & Singh 2020 DOI looks malformed); (v) future-dated entries (2026) need verification of in-press status; (vi) ensure every in-text citation has a corresponding entry and vice versa.
	

	14. 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
	3 (Satisfactory). The manuscript is generally understandable, but throughout the text there are grammatical lapses, missing spaces (e.g., "700 to1200 m", "Basuet al"), inconsistent capitalisation (e.g., section headings sometimes Title Case, sometimes ALL CAPS, sometimes lower case), redundant phrasing, and several long, run-on sentences. A thorough professional copy-edit is required before acceptance.
	




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 is suitable in conveying the topic, but it is rather long and the geographic case-study focus is not signalled. Suggestion (optional): "Watershed Development Guidelines and Environmental Impact Assessment in India: Balancing Ecological Integrity and Socio-Economic Needs — A Review with Reference to Dehradun, Uttarakhand".
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The abstract covers the topic but is presented as one dense paragraph and is not fully comprehensive in conveying the review’s specific contribution. Suggestion: restructure into clearly labelled or implicit segments: Background (1-2 sentences), Aim/Objectives (1 sentence), Approach/Methods of review (1 sentence), Key findings/Synthesis (3-4 sentences), and Conclusion (1-2 sentences). Explicitly state what is new about this review compared to existing EIA / watershed review articles. Reduce length to ~250-300 words and copy-edit for grammar.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

[bookmark: _GoBack]If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly correct, but with issues that should be addressed. Specific points: (1) the acronym "EWCP" (Environmental and Working Conditions Plan) is non-standard in watershed/EIA literature and is introduced without prior definition; please verify and define, or replace with a standard term; (2) the EIA Notification 2006 categorisation (Category A / Category B) is referenced but the linkage to watershed projects, which are not directly listed in the schedule of the EIA Notification, deserves clarification — most watershed development is governed by sectoral guidelines rather than by EIA Notification 2006 directly; (3) the watershed areas given for Suswa, Asan and Song should be cross-checked with the cited sources, as published values vary; (4) the role of WDF (Watershed Development Fund) and DPR (Detailed Project Report) is presented in passing — clarify the institutional governance; (5) ensure tables (Tables 1 and 2) are properly numbered, captioned and cited within the text.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Quantitatively sufficient and reasonably recent, but in-text citation style and reference-list formatting are inconsistent. Specific suggestions: (a) standardise to a single referencing style (APA 7 is implied); (b) correct missing spaces (e.g., "Basuet al,2024", "Glassonet et al., 2013"); (c) complete partial entries (volume, issue, pages, publisher); (d) verify DOIs and remove broken links; (e) verify or mark as "in press" any 2026-dated references; (f) cross-check that every in-text citation appears in the reference list and vice versa; (g) include some foundational references on EIA in watershed contexts that are absent (e.g., Sadler & Verheem 1996; CEPA/CEAA guidance documents) and additional Indian-context studies on participatory watershed assessment.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. No clear ethical issues are evident in the manuscript. As this is a review article, no human-/animal-subject approvals are required. Two minor housekeeping points: (a) the author should declare any use of generative AI tools in drafting, in line with current journal policy; (b) the author should verify that all content drawn from prior sources is properly paraphrased and cited to avoid any inadvertent overlap with cited works.
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