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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 titled “Human-monkey interactions in Urban Bengaluru: Community Perceptions, Conflict Patterns, and Management Implications” is an interesting topic in a rapidly growing Indian city. The authors uses a sizable respondent pool (702 respondents), estimated human perception towards monkeys, feeding behaviour, conflict type, and attitude to management. The authors associated the findings statistically, which can inform urban wildlife management and provide a baseline for future studies about human-primate conflict in other cities. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Human-monkey interactions in Urban Bengaluru: Community Perceptions, Conflict Patterns, and Management Implications,” is suitable and reflects the core content. However, the species name is not mentioned, even though the study clearly focuses on bonnet macaques (Macaca radiata).  
I suggest the title “Human–Bonnet Macaque Interactions in Urban Bengaluru: Community Perceptions and Conflict Patterns:
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and aligned with the manuscript. However, it is too dense and lengthy. Keep only the most important numbers and delete the detailed test labels. Additionally, I suggest adding a one-sentence about the limitations of the study and mentioning the species name. Also, if I am not wrong, the current format for the abstract is not aligned with the journal format. Please confirm this.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically acceptable, but it has a few methodological and interpretive weaknesses that must be addressed to ensure robustness before considering for publication, e.g., 1.  The author mentioned “random sampling, but the questionnaire is administered online and is a self-selected Google Forms survey with no clear sampling frame or recruitment protocol. 

2. “Tolerance” and “Disease awareness are measured with single, unvalidated items; there are no details about questionnaire reliability or psychometric evaluation.

3. Some calculations, like “strong effect size,” are in fact moderate, and the post-hoc power of analysis is of limited value and may give a false sense of precision.  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are mostly sufficient and reasonable.  However, some additional references might strengthen the manuscript. But I would like to add the following additional references. Such as…

1. Add one or two recent public health references on disease risk associated with macaques in the urban environment to support the discussion on perceived disease transmission.  
2. Add at least one methodological reference for the Human-wildlife conflict survey in support of the current questionnaire survey.
3. Provide a full reference for the STROBE guidelines cited in the method section. 
	

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


	The language or English quality is good for review and mostly suitable for scholarly communication, but the manuscript would benefit from careful language editing by an expert before resubmission. There are many minor problems as I see in the abstract, discussion, and figure caption are long wordy sentences, some weird and occasional grammar and punctuation issues.  A few capitalization inconsistencies like “Human”, “Monkeys”, and “psychological effect in the figure/table captions need tidying for tense, numbering, and style. Also, there are a few repetitive phrases that could be tightened. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is publishable and could provide insight for the scientific community. I personally recommend the manuscript for publication if the author revises the manuscript with a major revision. I am more than happy to see the revised submission once again for the author to check if they have effectively addressed my comments. 
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