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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 deals with a highly relevant conservation issue. Wildlife outside protected areas is underrepresented in both research and policy implementation, and the article attempts to highlight this gap through the EIA framework. If this procedure can be improved, it could be useful to practitioners, regulators, and local authorities involved in land-use planning, biodiversity protection, and environmental compliance.

Another positive aspect is the attempt to include field-based biodiversity observations rather than relying only on legislation or desk review. The inclusion of habitat mapping, direct observation, track-and-sign surveys, and acoustic monitoring suggests a potentially useful multidisciplinary approach.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable
	

	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 contains too much background and too many broad statements, while key methodological details remain unclear. It should be tightened and made more scientific.

Also, the abstract states that Uganda has over 18,783 recorded species and ranks among the top 10 biodiverse countries globally. This kind of claim should be used referenced consistently. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The field methods are mentioned only in broad terms, but there is not enough detail for reproducibility or proper evaluation. The manuscript should specify:

the exact location of the study area, with coordinates if possible; the size of the surveyed area; habitat types surveyed and how they were classified; survey dates and duration

seasonal coverage; sampling effort for each method;

timing of surveys; equipment used for acoustic monitoring; the criteria used for species identification; whether any experts or field guides were used for identification; whether surveys were standardized across habitats; how many transects or observation points were used; how track-and-sign evidence was validated; whether abundance, occurrence, or only presence was recorded.
The manuscript reports a Shannon Diversity Index of 2.05 and interprets this as evidence of a “well-balanced and fairly diverse ecological community” and “ecosystem resilience.” This interpretation is currently too strong. A Shannon index value cannot be meaningfully interpreted in isolation. Its ecological meaning depends on sampling design, habitat context, taxonomic scope, and comparison with similar sites or reference conditions. The manuscript needs to explain:

how the index was calculated

what abundance measure was used

whether all taxa were pooled into one dataset

whether the index was calculated from species counts, sightings, signs, or another metric

whether the result is compared with other sites or literature values
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references seem to be adequate but some are incomplete or abbreviated
	

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


	The language needs to be improved and some redundant statements need to be removed
	

	Optional/General comments
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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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