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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 presents a comprehensive synthesis of participatory approaches to natural resource management, particularly in the forestry sector, by integrating theoretical frameworks and empirical findings from various national and international studies. This study can strengthen understanding of how models such as joint forest management, community forestry, and social forestry have the potential to improve ecological conditions and the socio-economic well-being of rural communities. Furthermore, the manuscript emphasizes the importance of inclusivity as a key factor in strengthening governance and sustainable resource management. Identifying research gaps related to the limited micro-scale studies and quantitative analyses of socio-economic
impacts can provide direction for further research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	I suggest the manuscript be titled: Participatory Approaches in Natural Resource Management: A Review from a Socio-Economic Perspective
	

	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.
	1. The research objectives should be stated more explicitly.
2. The review method or approach (e.g., narrative review or systematic review) should be clearly specified.
3. Some sentences are still too long and could be further condensed for clarity.
4. The manuscript’s scientific contribution to the existing literature should be emphasized more clearly.
5. The implications of the study and recommendations for future research should be stated more explicitly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Clarify the scientific contribution of the article and how it differs from existing peer-reviewed studies.
2. Explain the literature review methodology, including the type of review, databases used, literature selection criteria, and publication period.
3. Strengthen the critical analysis, moving beyond descriptive discussion by comparing findings across studies and identifying patterns or inconsistencies in the literature.
4. Refine the research gap section to make it more specific and analytically focused on the limitations of existing studies.
5. Integrate the theoretical frameworks more explicitly and analytically (e.g., common-pool resources, collective action, and social capital) with the empirical findings discussed in the review.
6. Place greater emphasis on future research directions, rather than focusing primarily on policy recommendations.
7. Strengthen the conclusion section to clearly summarize the main findings and highlight the article's contribution to the literature.
8. Update the references, as many of the cited sources are more than five years old.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is largely outdated. Including more recent and relevant studies will further strengthen the manuscript's scientific context and relevance.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Some sentences are too long, certain phrases are unnatural or repetitive, and paragraph cohesion is unclear. The manuscript requires grammar editing, more concise sentences, and clearer, more natural academic phrasing
	

	Optional/General comments
	Overall, the manuscript requires major revisions.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)
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