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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 manuscript is important to the scientific community as it provides a comparative statistical evaluation of prey availability and dietary patterns of the Indian leopard across two different habitat types. By combining scat analysis with ANOVA, the study provides seasonal and species-level variations in prey use. The findings contribute to the better understanding of predator adaptability, habitat influence, and human-leopard interactions, and helps in more effective conservation and wildlife management strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Needs modifications
Comparative Statistical Analysis of Prey-Availability and Prey Dynamics of the Indian Leopard (Panthera pardus fusca) in Sisarma Banki Forest and Sajjangarh Wildlife Sanctuary of Southern Rajasthan, India
	




	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 of the article provides a concise summary of the study, but it can be improved for better clarity and comprehensiveness.
· The opening sentence is grammatically unclear and needs restructuring for clarity.
· The statistical results (F and p values) may be simplified; excessive statistical detail in the abstract reduces readability.
· Minor language editing is required for grammar and flow.
· The abstract should clearly indicate the difference between two habitats.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, however needs improvement, can enhance overall presentation.
· The manuscript does not clearly justify the use of one-way ANOVA for percent frequency data without discussing assumptions (normality, homogeneity of variance).
· Combining number and percent frequency in the same ANOVA framework requires clarification.
· The claim that leopards are “generalist rather than specialist” is not quantitatively supported with niche breadth indices.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, however, the majority of references are relatively old. It is better if add recent advances in leopard diet analysis using molecular scatology (DNA-based methods) studies.
	




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

	Optional/General comments
	1. Revise the title, as the title of the manuscript needs specificity.
2. Give a detailed description about the study area.
3. In methodology more information is needed on mentioning of season classification (how many seasons?), hair identification reference collections, criteria for distinguishing domestic vs. wild prey and sampling effort standardization.
4. Add description of how prey species were statistically grouped.
5. Tables 1 and 2 are both labeled “Season wise ANOVA” but appear to represent different variables. Check and change the title of table 2 as species-wise.
6. Table 3 presents t-test values, but the methodology section does not clearly explain when and why a t- test was applied.
7. Add a table for study area specific results for prey species.
8. Figures are referenced but not described in sufficient detail.
9. Pls add summary tables comparing wild vs domestic prey proportions.
10. Improve discussion and interpretation part. Discussion should be more focused on habitat protection differences (Reserve Forest vs Wildlife Sanctuary) and management implications supported by quantitative findings.
11. The claim that leopards are generalists is not
	




	
	directly quantified.
12. The conclusion reiterates findings but could be strengthened by clear management recommendations too.
13. Many citations are older and some references are repeated. Overall text includes numerous citations but lacks synthesis.
14. All references should follow the same format especialy for Journal name.
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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 details)
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