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	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 is valuable for the scientific community because it gives a clear, data-driven picture of how human-wildlife conflict research has developed from 1989 to 2025. By identifying the main journals, productive countries, and collaboration patterns, it helps researchers quickly understand where the field is concentrated and where there are gaps. The keyword and thematic results also show how the focus has gradually moved from species-specific conflict reports toward broader work on coexistence, governance, and policy. Overall, the study offers a useful “map” of the literature that can support future research planning and more targeted, evidence-based interventions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable, but it can be made clearer and more specific
I recommend: ”Human-Wildlife Conflict Research (1989-2025): A Scopus-Based Bibliometric Analysis”
	

	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 comprehensive, but a few issues should be corrected.
Scope inconsistency: It is not fully clear (and not consistent across sections) which Scopus subject areas are included.
and also the keywords that were searched need to be named in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has some clear contradictions that must be fixed, and the authors should provide enough data to prove the results.

For example, it says the USA has 1,819 papers (27.9%), but if the total is 2916, then 1819 is about 62%, not 27.9%. The authors should recheck all counts/percentages and show simple tables (Top countries/journals/authors) plus basic evidence from the output.

Also, the search method is weak. Searching only “human wildlife conflict” is not enough. They should add common related terms (e.g., human-wildlife conflict, human-wildlife coexistence, livestock depredation, wildlife damage, retaliatory killing) and clearly report the exact Scopus query and all filters and settings used in the analysis.

Some mistakes:
remove the space after ( 
( Schell et al., 2021)

ad space after this refrences: 
Sisodia, K. (2017). Urbanization and impacts on wildlife. Int. J. Eng. Res. Manag. Technol. https://doi.org/10.34291/ijermt 04.6/218723 

Su, K., Zhang, H., Lin, L., Hou, Y., & Wen, Y. (2022). Bibliometric analysis of human-wildlife conflict: From conflict to coexistence. Ecological Informatics, 68, 101531. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoinf.2021.101531 

Thelwall, M., & Sud, P. (2022). Scopus 1900–2020: Growth in articles, abstracts, countries, fields, and journals. Quantitative Science Studies. https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00177

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In the text you shared, these names appear like this (and they are internally consistent):

1. Dickman: cited as Dickman (2010) and Dickman et al. (2011) (two different works, no year conflict).

2. Maddi: cited as Maddi et al. (2024) and Maddi et al. (2025) (again, two different works, no conflict).

3. Thelwall: cited as Thelwall (2020) in the reference list, it is mentioned as 2022.

4. Sisodia: not cited anywhere in the manuscript text you provided. If “Sisodia” is in the reference list, it should be added as an in-text citation where relevant; if it is not used in the text, it should be removed from the reference list.


	

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


	Grammar and article use: frequent missing/incorrect use of “a/an/the,” and some subject-verb agreement problems.

Tense consistency: the manuscript often overuses “had” (past perfect) and mixes past and present tenses in a way that reads unnatural in academic writing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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