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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.


	This is an interesting and well-written paper that examines the recreational value of Mont-Bellevue Park in Sherbrooke through the individual Travel Cost Method. The authors have taken a familiar valuation approach and applied it carefully within an urban-park context, which gives the study clear practical relevance. What I particularly appreciate is the attempt to link the economic findings with broader conservation and management perspectives. Urban ecosystem service valuation remains an important topic, and this study contributes solid evidence that can support local decision-making. With a few small clarifications, the work could serve as a useful reference for both researchers and park planners dealing with similar settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the general theme of the paper well, but the phrase “intangible values” may not fully align with what the study actually measures. Since the analysis is based on the Travel Cost Method, it captures recreational use value rather than non-use or intangible benefits. A slightly more accurate and still appealing alternative could be:

“Estimating the Recreational Value of Mont-Bellevue Park as a Tool for Ecosystem Service Conservation.”
Otherwise, the title is clear, concise, and appropriate for the journal’s scope.
	

	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 well organized and gives a clear picture of what the study does, how it was done, and what was found. I would only suggest two small additions: first, to mention the sample size and survey period (for example, “based on a summer 2021 survey of 1,232 visitors”), and second, to include the main welfare estimate and its policy relevance in the final sentence. These details would make the abstract more complete and transparent, without making it longer.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, overall the paper is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate. The use of the individual Travel Cost Method and the choice of the Negative Binomial model are justified and clearly explained. The data analysis is coherent, and the results make sense within the literature. The only minor issue I noticed is that the text could briefly clarify whether time costs were included in the travel cost calculation and if the model was zero-truncated, given that only visitors were surveyed. These are clarifications rather than flaws. The study’s conclusions are reasonable and supported by the evidence presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate and includes both foundational and recent works on travel cost valuation. To strengthen the theoretical background, the authors might consider adding one or two standard sources such as:

· Freeman, A.M., Herriges, J.A., & Kling, C.L. (2014). The Measurement of Environmental and Resource Values.

· Phaneuf, D.J., & Requate, T. (2017). A Course in Environmental Economics: Theory, Policy, and Practice.

Otherwise, the citations are up to date and relevant.
	

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


	Yes, the language is clear, fluent, and professional throughout. The manuscript reads smoothly, with only a few places where phrasing could be slightly tightened for style (for example, replacing “it was found that” with “results show that”). There are no major grammatical issues.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-executed and relevant study that applies a standard economic valuation method to a practical conservation context. The paper is easy to follow and offers meaningful implications for urban park management and the broader field of ecosystem service valuation. With just a few clarifications and minor editorial adjustments, it should be suitable for publication.
This is a solid and well-organized manuscript that provides relevant empirical evidence for valuing ecosystem services in an urban park. The analysis is clear, the methodology appropriate, and the discussion useful for practitioners and policymakers alike. Only small clarifications—mainly about the inclusion of time cost, sample description, and terminology around “intangible values”—are needed before publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I did not identify any ethical concerns. The survey work described appears to have been conducted responsibly, with voluntary participation and no sensitive or personally identifying data collected. It would still be helpful for the authors to include a short statement in the manuscript confirming that participants were informed about the purpose of the study and that their responses were anonymous.
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