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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.


	Although the idea of the article is interesting, the way it is written is not at the level of a publishable manuscript. The study lacks a clear objective, the methods are not clearly described, the results do not adequately address any specific research question, and there is no substantial discussion of the findings
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is engaging and appropriate.
	

	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 concise and consistent with what is presented in the manuscript. However, both in the abstract and throughout the manuscript it is difficult to understand what the authors actually intended to achieve. It is unclear whether the goal was to present a review of the technique or to evaluate whether snake sheds can be used to identify species. This lack of clarity results in an incomplete presentation of the study. I would recommend rewriting the manuscript with a clearly defined objective and structuring the study accordingly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In its current form, the manuscript does not appear to be scientifically well structured, as it lacks a clear direction. In addition, several figures are presented without sufficient context in the text, are not properly cited, or do not clearly contribute to the narrative. The discussion section reads more like an extension of the introduction rather than a critical analysis of the results. The manuscript requires substantial restructuring.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references. However, some statements made in the introduction and discussion would benefit from additional supporting citations, particularly in the sections addressing human–snake conflicts and the environmental aspects mentioned at the beginning of the manuscript.
	

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


	The English used in the manuscript is understandable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It appears that the authors did not follow the journal’s guidelines for authors, as the manuscript does not follow an appropriate format. While the title suggests a very interesting idea, several shortcomings become evident already in the abstract, where the main direction of the study is not clearly defined. Some sections currently presented as discussion would be more appropriate and informative if incorporated into the introduction. The manuscript should present a clear hypothesis and well-defined objectives. The methods are incomplete and somewhat confusing, and the results do not fully correspond to the methods described and are not clearly presented. Similarly, the discussion does not adequately address the study’s own findings and instead focuses largely on previously published studies without sufficient contextual interpretation.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)

Not
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