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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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.


	This manuscript addresses a critical topic at the intersection of conservation biology, human ecology, and sustainable development. It provides valuable insights into community perceptions of human-wildlife interactions, which is essential for designing effective conservation strategies in human-dominated landscapes. The study’s findings can help policymakers, conservation practitioners, and researchers understand the socio-cultural and economic dimensions of conservation conflicts. By examining multiple aspects of community perceptions, the manuscript contributes to improving the balance between ecological goals and local human needs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable: “Perceptions of Human–Wildlife Interactions and Conservation Outcomes among Communities Residing near Protected Areas.”
Suggested alternative: To make it more specific, the title could be: “Perceptions of Human–Wildlife Interactions and Conservation Outcomes among Communities Residing near Ranthambore Tiger Reserve, 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 is generally clear and provides an overview of the study. However, it could be improved by:

· Including the study period.

· Highlighting specific percentages or quantitative findings (e.g., “37.5% experienced high socio-cultural impacts”).

· Explicitly stating the research questions.

· Emphasizing the practical implications of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The research design, sampling strategy, and analytical methods are appropriate. Statistical analyses such as weighted means, Garrett Ranking, cumulative square root frequency, and regression are correctly applied. However, more details on perception index validation, the cumulative square root frequency method, and potential biases in data collection would strengthen the scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and relevant, with a mix of classic and recent sources. It is suggested to add a few studies from 2022–2024 on human-wildlife conflict in Asia and community-based conservation approaches, as well as methodological references related to perception indices.
	

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


	Yes, the language is generally clear and scholarly. Minor revisions are recommended to correct occasional grammatical errors, tense inconsistencies, long sentences, and formatting inconsistencies.
	

	Optional/General comments


	No major ethical issues were identified. The study appears to follow ethical guidelines, but the manuscript should explicitly mention IRB approval and informed consent procedures.
Recommendation: Accept after revisions.

Comments:
The manuscript is scientifically sound, addresses an important conservation issue, and presents clear and valuable findings. Minor revisions are recommended to:

· Specify the study location in the title.

· Include study period and key data in the abstract.

· Clarify methodological details (perception index validation, statistical formulas).

· Update references with recent studies (2022–2024).

· Improve language, grammar, and formatting.

With these minor improvements, the manuscript will make a strong contribution to the literature.

The manuscript presents a valuable study on community perceptions of human-wildlife interactions near protected areas in India. It is well-structured, scientifically sounds, and provides useful insights for conservation policy and practice. Minor revisions are recommended to improve clarity, update references, and provide additional methodological details. Once these issues are addressed, the manuscript is suitable for publication.

The authors may respond to reviewer suggestions by specifying the study location in the title, adding the study period and key data to the abstract, clarifying the methodology, updating references, and correcting minor language or formatting issues.
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