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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	 Human-wildlife conflict (HWC) in India is increasing due to rapid human population growth and habitat destruction, yet critical analyses and systematic approaches remain lacking.
A decade-long review identified 172 relevant studies, revealing that Karnataka, Kerala, and West Bengal are the major hotspots of conflict, with elephants, wild pigs, and leopards as the primary species involved.

The existing research emphasizes the need for more focused, interdisciplinary studies to understand the drivers and dynamics of HWC comprehensively.

Developing effective mitigation measures and policy frameworks requires collaboration among multiple stakeholders to balance human welfare and wildlife conservation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of the article, "Human-wildlife interaction in India: a decade-long systematic review of trends, hotspots", is generally informative and appropriate, especially for an academic or policy-focused audience. It clearly indicates the scope (India), the theme (human-wildlife interaction), the methodology (systematic review), and the time frame (a decade). However, it could be improved slightly for clarity, focus, and broader appeal, especially if the central theme is human-wildlife conflict (HWC) rather than neutral interaction. 

Suggested Alternative Titles:

 "A Decade of Human-Wildlife Conflict in India: Systematic Review of Trends, Hotspots, and Key Species" "Mapping Human-Wildlife Conflict in India: A Ten-Year Systematic Review of Patterns and Priorities"
	

	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 is clear and informative, covering: 
The definition of human-wildlife conflict (HWC)
 The drivers of HWC (population growth, habitat destruction) 
The rationale for the review 
Methods (systematic review of 246 papers) 
Key results (geographic hotspots, conflict species) 
A general conclusion (need for more research and interdisciplinary approaches). However, some important aspects are missing or could be better structured to make the abstract more comprehensive and impactful. 
Suggestions for Improvement: 
1. Clarify Objectives More Explicitly: The purpose of the review is described, but you could add a clearer statement of specific questions or aims. For example: “This review aimed to identify temporal trends, geographic hotspots, and the main taxa involved in HWC, and to assess research gaps.” 
2.  Briefly Mention Methods/Criteria: You mention collecting papers with “HWC” in keywords, but it would be helpful to add: How studies were screened (e.g., inclusion/exclusion criteria), whether any databases were searched (e.g., Web of Science, Scopus). This would strengthen transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its aims, rationale, and general approach. However, it requires clearer methodological details and more precise discussion of limitations to meet high scientific standards for a systematic review fully.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Ya, referensi Anda sudah sangat memadai, beragam, dan mutakhir. Tidak ada kekurangan mencolok. Jika ingin menambah, fokuskan pada literatur review konseptual atau kajian teori konflik konservasi yang sifatnya lintas negara, supaya kerangka teorinya makin kuat.
	

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


	Yes,  the language quality is suitable for scholarly communication, especially for journals in conservation and ecology. However, minor editing and stylistic polishing are recommended before submission to: Remove redundancy, Refine phrasing, Enhance clarity and flow
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a promising and valuable contribution that can serve as a reference for both researchers and practitioners in conservation science.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)


	


Reviewer details:

Dr. Sariffudin Fatmona, Khairun University,Indonesia

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


