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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.


	This article attempts to address a significant research gap by conducting a systematic study on the perception of the community at the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve in Rajasthan. It is important to assess what local community's perception regarding these types of initiatives, which is majorly related to the success or failure of these programmes. While examining socio-cultural impacts, wildlife-human conflicts, the study also provides valuable insights into the intricate interaction between conservation policies and rural livelihoods.
The findings of the study can help policymakers, forest officials, and NGOs concerned with wildlife conservation pave the way towards sustainable strategies to balance ecological protection with community well-being.   
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes 
	

	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 well constructed; however, some modifications can be made to keep in mind the broader readability. 
1. Abbreviations are repetitive and need to be abbreviated once.

2. The methods implicated in the abstract can be briefly specified in less technical language (e.g., CSRF, Garrett Ranking). The three-point scale seems incomplete; instead, a three-point Likert scale can be better. 

3. The concluding section should have mentioned the broader implications for conservation policy beyond RTR 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant, sufficient as well as recent. However, the manuscript could benefit from additional literature on wildlife-human relations, such as how some communities depended on wildlife (e.g. Sapera communities' livelihood depends on snakes)
Additionally, ensure all in-text citations are properly listed and formatted in the references. {i.e. RTR, encompassing core and buffer zones, includes over 300 villages within its ecological boundary (Meena et al., 2022, Singh Et. al. 2015)}. Finally, wherever available doi, or the accessed URL can be mentioned to guide the readers to further visit those references
	

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


	The language is generally clear and scholarly. However, minor issues of grammar, syntax, and repetition exist (e.g., “Result depicted in table 1, A majority…” could be smoother). With some professional copyediting, readability can be improved. The flow between sections is logical, but transitions could be tightened.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Rich empirical data from an area that has not received enough attention are presented in this well-structured study. However, some points can be incorporated to enhance the quality of the manuscript. Such as-

1. Visualisation would be enhanced by figures or maps (such as a study area map of RTR settlements).

2. The conclusion may include more policy proposals to provide wildlife managers with useful tactics.
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