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	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 addresses the economic valuation of water supply services in forest ecosystems using a contingent valuation method (CVM), a topic relevant to environmental management and policy. However, while the subject is important, the study lacks a strong analytical framework, and its scientific contribution is limited by methodological weaknesses and insufficient critical discussion of results. Greater clarity and contextualization are needed to improve its value to the international scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate but could be improved by clarifying the method or specifying the focus on contingent valuation (e.g., "...Using the Contingent Valuation Method").
	

	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 includes key elements, but it is overly descriptive. It lacks clear methodological depth (e.g., model specifics), omits limitations, and overstates the significance of findings. The two WTP scenarios should be briefly explained, and the relatively low willingness to pay needs critical context.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is methodologically sound, with clear explanation of data collection, CVM approach, correlation and regression analysis. The use of local demographic and economic variables adds depth to the interpretation of WTP.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript is mostly correct but needs improvement. Key concerns include:

· Lack of clear justification for how protest/zero responses were handled statistically.

· Regression model interpretation is weak; coefficients and model implications are not presented clearly.

· The link between socio-economic factors and WTP is discussed, but causal inference is overstated.

· The definitions of S2 (Bequest value), S3 (Option value), and S4 (Existence value) are generally sound, but some overlap exists in how they are presented. For instance, the distinction between bequest and option value becomes blurred in practice, especially when future-oriented motives are not clearly separated in survey responses. The manuscript should briefly acknowledge this challenge in interpretation or reference studies that differentiate between them more robustly.


	

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


	The manuscript is readable but needs language editing. Some sentences are wordy or repetitive, especially in the introduction and discussion. Minor grammatical errors are present.
Recommendation: professional English proofreading before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Tables are too numerous and overly detailed. Consider summarizing or moving some to supplementary material.

  A clearer explanation of how the sample size was determined is needed.

  Discussion should include stronger comparison with similar WTP studies to assess the reasonableness of findings. 

Some parts of the text (e.g., repeated phrases like “importance levels they attribute to these values”) could be edited for conciseness and clarity.

 To enhance the manuscript’s clarity and scientific rigor, I strongly recommend including a map of the study area. The map should clearly show the administrative boundaries of Yenice District, major water bodies (e.g., Araç Stream, Soğanlı Stream, Yenice Stream), forest cover extent, and, if applicable, the location of surveyed villages or population centers. This visual element would significantly help readers unfamiliar with the region better understand the spatial context of the analysis.

Additionally, the manuscript would benefit from a more comprehensive overview of the biophysical and ecological characteristics of the study area. Please consider expanding the description to include:

· Total area of the district

· Forest cover percentage

· Elevation range

· Main climatic features (temperature, rainfall)

· Importance of the local watershed (e.g., connection to the Filyos River Basin)
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