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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	As we know that Human wildlife conflict is a growing global challenge for biodiversity conservation, this article provide insight into HWC. The finding may contribute understanding conflict pattern and helps in mitigation strategies for concerned conservation departments. I think this research will be valuable for conservation and promoting coexistence bw Human Wildlife in rapid changing landscapes 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, but I think the author didn’t apply questionnaire survey, direct interview with local community so title could be more suitable according to methodologies applied (GIS Based study) in manuscript, so I’m suggesting a title according to methods and data used for analysis.

Suggested Title: Human-Wildlife Conflict in Odisha, India: A GIS-Based Analysis of Conflict Hotspots and Conservation Challenges


	

	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.


	Abstract is not well structured, clarity is missing, grammatically inconsistencies, eg India’s ironic wild biota is in jeopardy should be reworded for clarity. Author mentioned population trends etc. but lack quntative results for example no of incidents etc. there should be strong conclusion it should clearly state significances of finding and implications for conservation policy, I think abstract should be rewrite into well-structured form, following background, methods, results and implications. For more details please follow guidelines and comments in manuscript file. 
Please read all comments/instruction in manuscript file


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on my review, the manuscript is scientifically valid but need some refinement, methodologies are the backbone of scientific writing, methodologies section is week for example Survey methodology eg sampling size, interview structure is not mentioned and not clearly defined. I think data validation and error minimization in GIS mapping should be included. Include more Specific Findings The results mention trends but need quantitative comparisons. Rate of increase in attacks over the years Statistical tests significance levels should be explicitly stated. more discussion on policy implications and specific strategies for conflict mitigation is needed. I think these refinements will increase the impact and readability of manuscript in scientist community 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent and relevant, with sources spanning from 2020 to 2024. List of references are sufficient, but in the text like in methodologies the statement and quntative data must be supported by a valid and updated reference, in most cases missing, highlighted in manuscript file.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	For scholarly communication I think language is good quality, but need some rewording suggested in manuscript file (comments see)
	

	Optional/General comments


	A lot of mistakes especially Spelling mistakes, grammatically mistakes, format , paragraphs structure , scientific name etc. are very poor, highlighted and corrected in manuscript plz check, 
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