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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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and policy-relevant theme by empirically documenting employment generation as a direct-use ecosystem service within a tiger reserve landscape. The topic is valuable and underrepresented. However, its broader scientific contribution must be strengthened by deeper analytical interpretation, clearer methodological transparency, and stronger theoretical positioning in ecosystem service and conservation livelihood literature.  Severity status “Moderate”
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and aligned with the manuscript content. No structural change required.
	

	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 structured but incomplete from a methodological and analytical standpoint. It must explicitly state the data source, analytical approach, and at least two quantitative findings. One limitation statement is required. Revision needed for clarity and completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design is appropriate, but the analytical presentation is currently too descriptive. Methods require expansion (sampling logic, validation, classification criteria). Discussion must be strengthened with comparative interpretation and clearer separation between results and inference. “Major”
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally relevant but require updating and formatting correction. At least 2–3 recent peer-reviewed studies on protected area employment metrics, conservation labor economics, or ecosystem service valuation should be added. Citation consistency must be corrected.
	

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


	The manuscript requires professional language editing. Several sentences are overly long and reduce clarity. Grammar, punctuation, and formatting corrections are needed throughout the text before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has strong applied value and useful tables. However, acceptance requires addition of: (1) a methodological transparency paragraph, (2) a study limitations section, (3) deeper analytical discussion, and (4) one integrative conceptual or analytical figure showing conservation–employment–livelihood feedback structure. “Major”
Numerical Evaluation Scores

Criterion
Score (10)
Justification

Scientific significance
8.5
Strong applied relevance

Methodological clarity
6.5
Methods insufficiently detailed

Analytical depth
6.0
Needs deeper interpretation

Data transparency
7.0
Tables present but analysis limited

Literature integration
7.0
Needs stronger theoretical anchoring

Discussion strength
6.0
Too descriptive

Language quality
6.5
Needs editing

Structure & presentation
7.0
Acceptable but uneven

Justification:

The manuscript addresses an important and policy-relevant topic and contains useful empirical data. However, significant improvements are required in methodological clarity, analytical depth, statistical transparency, literature positioning, and language precision before it can meet publication standards. Several sections require expansion, clarification, and restructuring.
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