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	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 paper quantifies the recreational and intangible values of an urban park using the Travel Cost Method (TCM). The topic contributes to understanding how cultural ecosystem services support well-being and urban sustainability. It provides empirical evidence from a Canadian context that can inform city planning and nature-based solutions. However, the methodological rigor of the econometric analysis and the representativeness of online survey data require significant improvement before the results can be considered scientifically robust.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and reflects the main objective of the study. However, it could be more specific by emphasizing the valuation method, e.g.,
→ “Valuing the Intangible Benefits of Urban Parks Using the Travel Cost Method: A Case Study of Mont-Bellevue Park, Sherbrooke (Canada)”
	

	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 informative but overly long and includes too many numbers. It should be shortened to around 200 words, clearly summarizing: (1) the research gap, (2) the method, (3) the main findings, and (4) the implications for sustainable urban management.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally well structured and uses appropriate econometric models (Poisson and Negative Binomial). HoThe manuscript is generally well structured and uses appropriate econometric models (Poisson and Negative Binomial). However, the modeling section is underdeveloped:

· There are no diagnostic tests (LR test, Pearson Chi²/df, AIC/BIC comparisons).

· No multicollinearity check (VIF) among independent variables.

· No robustness or sensitivity analysis, e.g., testing zero-inflated or truncated models.

· The consumer surplus is presented without bootstrap or confidence intervals.
These omissions make the regression results statistically weak.
Furthermore, the survey data were collected online, with self-selected participants and no evidence of random sampling or response rate reporting. This raises serious concerns about data representativeness and potential self-selection bias. The authors should discuss these limitations explicitly and consider weighting adjustments.
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	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate and include relevant literature. However, more recent empirical works on recreational demand modeling and urban ecosystem valuation (post-2020) could strengthen the background, e.g., studies integrating TCM with CVM or NbS frameworks.


	

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


	The English is clear and grammatically correct. Minor stylistic revisions are needed for conciseness, particularly in the Abstract, Introduction, and Discussion.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The study provides useful insights for urban park management, yet its scientific contribution is modest because the Travel Cost Method is already well established. The main weaknesses are methodological — lack of model diagnostics, insufficient data validation, and overreliance on online survey responses.
To improve the manuscript, the authors should:

1. Add diagnostic tests and robustness checks for the econometric models.

2. Discuss potential sampling bias and data limitations.

3. Shorten the Abstract and Discussion sections.

4. Clarify policy relevance compared with previous Canadian TCM studies.


	


	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)

No specific ethical concerns are observed. However, since online data were collected from human participants, the authors should explicitly state that ethical approval and informed consent were obtained.
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