The study entitled “A comprehensive rock glacier inventory for Jammu, Kashmir, and Ladakh, western Himalaya, India - Baseline for the permafrost research” by Bhat et al. indeed provides an exhaustive inventory of rock glaciers in the Northwestern part of Himalaya. However, there are several aspects that need to be improved, revisited and clarified.
While the authors claim that there is a lack of such data in this region, however, a number of elaborated and detailed studies have been done on rock glaciers in the region by Jones et al. (2019), Hassan et al. (2021), Remya et al. (2024), and Pandey et al. (2024). Jones et al. (2019) have provided a detailed study on the inventory and the hydrological significance of rock glaciers throughout the Himalayas. Hassan et al. (2021), along with inventory, also provided destabilized rock glaciers and surface velocities and risk on associated hazards in Hunza Valley. Recently, Pandey et al. (2024) have carried out an extensive study on rock glacier inventory, detailed characteristics of rock glaciers, and estimation of water equivalent in different types of rock glaciers for the north-western Himalayas, covering the same area as Bhat et al. (this study), Pandey et al. (2024) have reported the presence of 3082 rock glaciers in the region and stated that more rock glaciers can be presented than the reported one, owing to the data limitations. 
This study, however, seems to be just an update on the number of rock glaciers in the region after previous studies. Apart from the number, this study does not offer any new techniques or any new science for the community. Simple number updation of a feature should not be considered for publication in such a reputed journal. The major question here is, how they claim that their study is the Baseline for the permafrost research. RGs and permafrost are NOT two forms of frozen ground. Permafrost is a thermal phenomenon while RGs are geomorphological indicators (landforms) of the presence of ice-rich permafrost. Regarding the hydrological significance of RGs, I did not find any calculations or estimations, and comparisons with the net hydrological budget and the contributions from glacial melt. It is important to highlight the actual contribution of ice melt to RG discharge. I think that these aspects should not have been ignored. They should provide the actual hydrological significance of RGs in the study area and clearly mention what they could represent for water management.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Further, from the provided shape file (Bhat et al., supplementary materials), a few rock glaciers were checked on a random basis, and a number of flaws were observed in the reported inventory. Since checking ~5000 rock glaciers is a huge task. Therefore it was the authors' responsibility to provide near-accurate information owing to limitations. Out of the huge polygons, some random polygons were checked, and it was felt that the rock glacier inventory was not verified or cross-checked. 
The comments based on looking at a few random rock glaciers are following:
1. Identifying Pronival ramparts and talus as rock glaciers 
The biggest flaw in the study is the lack of understanding of peri-glacial landforms formed in the mountain regions. there are a number of features and landforms formed by peri-glacial processes that have a similar resemblance to rock glaciers, for example, solifluction and gelifluction lobes, prothallus ramparts, prodigal ramparts, talus, etc. From the manuscript of Bhat et al., it is felt that the authors do not have many ideas about how confusing it might be to differentiate these features/landforms from rock glaciers. From the assessment of a few random polygons, it was observed that at a number of places, prodigal ramparts, and talus have been considered rock glaciers. At one location, possible gelifluction was also identified as a rock glacier. These assessments are from only a few rock glacier samples, and it can be assumed the whole inventory might have a lot of misidentified features. The inclusion of these features in the inventory has increased the number of rock glaciers, and it is also the reason why authors have identified 86% of talus-derived rock glaciers. It might be helpful to refer to RGIK (2021) guidelines. Figure 1, 2

2. Issues in the root/source zone of rock glaciers
The difficulty in the marking of root/source zone is well reported. Sometimes, a lot of confusion is encountered while marking the source zone of a rock glacier. However, in this study, this problem dominates while doing the inventory of rock glaciers. The source zone of a significant number of rock glaciers has not been marked nearly accurately. A number of times, one single rock glacier unit has been mapped as two landforms, which has led to an exaggerated number of rock glaciers. Figure 3,4,5,6

3. Confusion between tongue shape/lobate shaped and talus derived/glacier derived 
At a few places among the random assessment locations, it was seen that the authors have confusion in the morphological classification of rock glaciers assigning their origin. In many places, glacier-connected or glacier-origin rock glaciers have been classified as talus-derived. Also, in many places, misclassification was observed between tongue-shaped and lobate-shaped glaciers. this indicated the lack of cross-checking of data by authors. Figure 3, 8

4. Rock glaciers marked on cloud/snow-covered images 
From the assessment of a few random polygons, it was also encountered that rock glaciers have also been marked on unclear images of Google Earth, which have either cloud cover or snow cover throughout the available images in google earth. Were these polygons marked on Sentinel images? But for the resolution of Sentinel 2A, these polygons seem to be difficult to be identified. No information on the Sentinel datasets used has been provided with the text. Also, what this rock glacier looks like on the Sentinel image is not provided.
A comparison of rock glaciers marked on Google Earth, Indian Remote Sensing Satellite (IRS) LISS IV, and Sentinel -2A on the same scale with polygons provided by Bhat et al. is shown to show how difficult and challenging it could be to mark rock glacier on medium resolution satellite images. Figures 8, 9

5. Extent of rock glaciers 
Similar to the problem with the marking of the source zone of rock glaciers, at several places, only a part of a single rock glacier unit has been marked. Such error in the rock glacier inventory will affect the total rock glacier area estimation. Figure 7
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Figure 1: the first one morphologically does not look like a RG; second and third landforms by mass movement and not RG 
[image: G:\TDP\NW_RG\bhat\Picture1.jpg] 
Figure 2: Is it mass movement or RG? If RG is it tongue shape? Second one, image not so clear to demarcate 
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Figure 3: ID: 5285, 4555: one rock glacier into two rock glaciers, one as tongue and other as lobate Also the type is identified as lobate though it is clearly tongue shaped. Further, the source is classified as talus, but the RG is a type of glacier connected with source as the glacier or glacier origin
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Figure 4: FID: 2159, 2158 marked into two RG which  is clearly one single unit of landform
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Figure 5: FID: 2153, 4080, No clarity in the root zone or the source of RG has led to marking of one RG as two RG at number of times in the inventory
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Figure 6: The root zone or the source zone has not been marked accurately, FID:  5410
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Figure 7: FID:3180: The whole landform is a rg, and only a part of it has been marked as RG
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Figure 8: FID: 1819: Marked as tongue shaped which it is not. 
Is it marked on Sentinel 2? If on Sentinel, there is no data information in supplementary or main manuscript
[image: G:\TDP\NW_RG\bhat\Picture8.jpg]
Figure 9: RGs on Google Earth, LISS IV and Sentinel 
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