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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.


	The manuscript examines Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in detail as it operates in India, focusing on how it helps to save animal and plant species. The paper is important to the legal, environmental policy and conservation groups as it shows how shortcomings in EIA procedures influence ecological results. It examines how great the ideas of EIA are, but how in practice, it often does not address the needs of wildlife and migratory species well enough. Analysis of cases, regulations and data about conservation brings useful knowledge for upgrading the EIA policies to support biodiversity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate in scope and accurately reflects the content. However, it can be slightly refined for conciseness and clarity.     Suggested Alternative: Reforming Environmental Impact Assessment for Species Conservation in India: A Doctrinal and Policy Review


	

	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 comprehensive, covering the context, problem statement, critical gaps, and proposed reforms. However, following changes are suggested:

· Add 1–2 brief sentences summarizing key case studies or real-world examples discussed in the manuscript.

· Correct the typographical error in the keywords section (e.g., "bioderversity" to "biodiversity").


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically and legally sound. It effectively integrates:

· Statutory and policy references.

· Empirical evidence from Indian biodiversity hotspots.

· Case law and judicial interpretations.

· Recommendations rooted in global best practices.

However, while the legal and conservation arguments are well-structured, more empirical data on the effectiveness of mitigation measures (e.g., wildlife corridors, overpasses) could strengthen the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Rich and relevant set of references are used however, adding DoI or weblinks (wherever applicable) is recommended
	

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


	A thorough proofread is recommended to eliminate typographical and formatting issues (e.g., missing spaces after citations, inconsistent use of full stops).
	

	Optional/General comments
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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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