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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 gives a concise idea of recently published papers/data about Wildlife Trading in India. 
Article can be published after revision.
	

	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.


	Yes. Abstract can be modified accordingly. My suggestions are as follows:
Page 1, line 2-Authors may replace “its high biodiversity” as its rich biodiversity.

line 3: please insert a comma between drugs and-“drugs, and. Similarly, in line 4-5- poverty and as poverty, and. line 12: articles and (as-articles, and); henceforth keeping punctuation in mind throughout the manuscript.

line 3:  insert “a”- “as a survival strategy”.

Line 6-7: I would suggest rewriting the whole sentence, maybe like this- “A well-structured legal framework in India exists that is enforceable, yet with weak implementation coupled with corruption, allowing illegal trade to take firm ground. “

line 8: remove will “will attempt” to rewrite as “The current study attempts” or simply can be written as -The current study evaluates …. 

line 9: Similarly, remove will “It will attempt to investigate …. can simply be written as –Here we investigate the problems …. 

line 13: remove “with” The study concludes with that illegal ….

Line 15-16; I suggest, correction of one sentence of the abstract; the same can be followed throughout the manuscript.

“The study recommends combat against illicit wildlife trade embracing a multidimensional approach of intensified structured framework, community engagement and global coordination.” 

This sentence can be modified as follows: “The study recommends combat against illicit wildlife trade, embracing a multidimensional approach of an intensified structured framework, community engagement, and global coordination.” 
	

	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.
	Yes
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Suitable. But can also be enhance after going through my suggestions.
	Suitable. But can also be enhance after going through my suggestions.

	Optional/General comments


	The entire manuscript, including the abstract, can be modified accordingly.

The review manuscript entitled “Wildlife Trade in India: A Study on Assessing the Impact of Socio-Economic Drivers in the Proliferation of Poaching Activities” aimed to discuss how the illegal wildlife trade in India is being fuelled by demand for wildlife products and socio-economic drivers like poverty and illiteracy. Finally, it concludes with a suggestion that the government, NGOs, civil society, and businesses need to come together to make conservation work and ensure biodiversity in the long term. I went through the entire manuscript and suggested that the authors go for major corrections, implementing the major and minor comments mentioned below, and resubmit by considering the rephrasing of the sentence for better clarity, so that the quality of the manuscript can be improved for the benefit of the readers.

Overall, there is a requirement for improvement of English writing, grammar and punctuation issues (few are highlighted by taking example from Abstract section).

If the line number is inserted, it would be a great help for a smooth review process.

Major findings can also be briefed by including such data in separate tables. 

Major comments-

1. The authors must work more on providing clarity on what they are trying to focus on in the article. At the end of the introduction few sentences before the objective of the study, authors are expected to state what their hypothesis is.

2. In methodology, authors stated that they set precise exclusion and inclusion criteria for the retrieval of relevant literature/academic databases (e.g., Google Scholar, JSTOR). What was their basis for the exclusion criteria? On what basis are authors convinced by only two databases, such as Google Scholar and JSTOR?

Section 4.4: Define “worst hit area”

A graphical abstract, may be in a form of pie-chart would be better to show the proportions of different aspects discussed responsible for illegal wildlife trade.

Last three lines of 6. Conclusion and policy recommendation: The Authors suggested some possible ways to save India's biodiversity and regulate illegal wildlife trade by a combined effort of on the part of the government, NGOs and local people. Here I would suggest not only combined efforts but also by enhancing the interconnections between the government bodies with NGOs and with local bodies so that immediate and proper action can be quickly taken in such incidents. 

Page 1, Introduction-

The whole paragraph requires citations of references.

Page 3, line 4, Results & discussion, give space between “between1990-2020”
The last two sentences of the introduction section, “This objective of the study is….“can be written as The objective of this study is…. 

There are citations of two different papers of Duffy R 2022, same author's surname and year, actually it is creating confusion, hence it is better two mention 2022a & 2022b (based on the sequence of citation a & b cane be referred in reference list as well).
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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 detail)
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