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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 presents a review of knowledge on the issue of human-wildlife interactions, with a focus on leopards. These animals are under international protection, and given the growing concerns regarding this relationship, the topic is highly relevant. The paper compiles existing knowledge and highlights the influence of social contexts on potential efforts to improve both the conservation of these animals and human-leopard interactions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The authors may consider removing the word 'Review' from the title. This is already clearly indicated in the methodology, and removing it would improve the visual appearance and perception of the title.
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract is coherent and appropriate. I recommend that the authors carefully consider the use of the species name, including the authority and year of description if desired, and cite it accordingly. Additionally, the phrase 'the last two decades' could be clarified with more specific time frames in years for the studies referenced. Further comments are provided directly in the text and are marked with my annotations in the file
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the manuscript is presented coherently, it shows some inconsistencies related to the methodology. The authors exclude all sources other than articles published in scientific journals. However, the main body of the text often refers to formal conservation issues, observations, and information obtained from other sources. In my view, this is the main inconsistency. Addressing these points in the methodology and supporting them with references would be highly beneficial for improving the quality of the manuscript.
	

	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?


	Yes. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript is interesting and scientifically valuable. Addressing the points in the detailed comments would help strengthen it. Furthermore, including a more detailed description of the species would be beneficial. I am attaching a file with comments added directly to the text. 
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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)

I have not identified any ethical issues. 
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