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	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 presented manuscript contributes to the scientific community critically because it is the first extensive evaluation of human-monkey interactions and communal perceptions of urban Bengaluru, a metropolitan area with a high rate of growth. The scientific merit of the study is that complex relationships are quantified, including moderate, positive relationship between feeding and tolerance (Cramer V = 0.31) and strong relationship between tolerance and psychological disturbance (Cramer V = 0.48), which will provide empirical evidence that is essential to the understanding of the limits of coexistence in urban landscapes. Moreover, the research points to the significant lack of public health knowledge, since 58.0% of the surveyed respondents were unaware of the mechanism of disease transmission, which, as it is shown, affects feeding behaviour, which means that specific education is an effective management tool. Finally, the results, including a description of community desires regarding non-lethal methods (culling not supported by 0.3%), and the need to employ culturally competent management, will give an evidence-based model that is necessary in creating effective and socially acceptable urban wildlife solutions, in particular, with reference to non-human primates.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	To be as clear and effective as possible, I would like to make the following minor changes/additions to the abstract:

1)Methodology Addition: Although the abstract mentions that 702 residents were sent the structured questionnaire. The Results section validates the fact that 701 respondents were reviewed. The methodology must clearly indicate the ultimate sample size that was analysed ( N=701) to avoid any confusion over sample drop-offs or data cleaning.

2)Results Emphasis: Results section needs to incorporate the important type of conflict more clearly. As the type of conflict, the most prevalent was (33.5%), there is the mention of food snatching.this finding is made clear at the beginning, and it could assist the reader in becoming immediately aware of the main conflict dynamic.

3)Strength of Conclusion: To highlight the issue of core management issue as dictated by the cultural setting, the near-universality of lethal control being rejected (culling rejected by 0.3%). need to be clearly pointed out in the Results section of the abstract as this finding is a strong determinant of the non-lethal strategies suggested in the conclusion. This fact supplements the relationship between the attitude held by the community and the need of the suggested non-lethal management strategies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study employs a sound, evidence-based approach to address a complex urban ecology challenge, using methods appropriate for quantifying community perceptions and correlating behaviors.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	This has questionable DOIs which could not be found….
Chauhan, A., & Pirta, R. S. (2010). Public opinion regarding human-monkey conflict in Shimla, Himachal Pradesh. Journal of Human Ecology, 30(2), 105--109. https://doi.org/10.1080/09709274.2010.11906276
Ganguly, I., & Chauhan, N. S. (2019). How perception of local people towards rhesus macaque (Macaca mulatta) can influence on decision-making of human-macaque conflict mitigation? Journal of Wildlife and Biodiversity, 3(2), 52--62. https://doi.org/10.22120/jwb.2019.106831.1065
Singh, M., Kumara, H. N., Kumar, M. A., & Sharma, A. (2018). Behavioral adaptations of urban macaques: A comparative study. International Journal of Primatology, 39, 456--472. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10764-018-0043-6
Overally,….. The bibliography is generally recent and strong,featuring sources up to 2025 (Bhaskaran & Nilon, 2025) and 2023 (Bhogadi & Chundeli, 2023; Karayathil et al., 2023; Wierucka et al., 2023) but it could be strengthened with more targeted literature linked to the manuscript’s key empirical findings.

First, the strong association between tolerance and psychological disturbance (Cramer's V = 0.48, P < .001), along with the finding that 51.5% of respondents experience moderate disturbance, warrants integration of post-2015 research on the chronic psychological and quality-of-life impacts of urban human–wildlife conflict. Such literature would reinforce the argument that management must reduce conflict frequency rather than rely on community tolerance.

Second, although 13.3% of respondents support catch-and-release, the discussion critiques its efficacy using an older source (Imam & Ahmad, 2013). Given the 0.3% support for culling, updated post-2015 studies detailing the ecological and behavioral shortcomings of macaque relocation in South Asia (e.g., return rates, stress, and new conflict zones) would provide stronger justification for prioritizing non-feeding (23.8%) and physical barriers (22.9%).
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	The introduction needs more literature review and citations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

no explicit ethical issues are apparent within the design and conduct of the study as reported
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