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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 manuscript is important for the scientific community as it applies the Customer Satisfaction Index (CSI) and SERVQUAL dimensions to evaluate service quality in the Indonesian tour and travel sector, providing empirical data on customer perceptions in a growing but competitive industry. It contributes practical insights for tourism businesses like Siaga Tour, highlighting areas for improvement such as time management and comfort, which can inform strategies to enhance customer loyalty and sustainability in emerging markets. Furthermore, the study adds to the limited literature on quantitative customer satisfaction assessments in domestic tourism contexts, particularly in post-pandemic recovery phases, and demonstrates the utility of tools like CSI for small-to-medium enterprises. Overall, it bridges academic theory with real-world application, offering a model for similar studies in service-oriented industries in developing economies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It clearly reflects the study's focus on customer perceptions, the specific company (Siaga Tour), and the key method (CSI). It is relevant, concise, and aligns with the content.
	

	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 mostly comprehensive, covering aims, design, place/duration, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, it could be improved by adding a brief mention of the theoretical framework (e.g., SERVQUAL dimensions) in the methodology section for better context. Additionally, the results section could specify the key gaps (e.g., time management, comfort, reputation) more explicitly rather than just stating them. Deletion is not necessary, but tightening the language to avoid repetition (e.g., "overall satisfaction level is satisfactory" appears twice) would enhance clarity. Keywords are listed but could be expanded to include "tourism industry" or "Indonesia" for better searchability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in its approach, using established tools like SERVQUAL and CSI for measuring customer satisfaction, with appropriate validity/reliability tests and quantitative analysis. However, there are minor issues: the sample size calculation via Slovin's formula yields 93 respondents (from a population of 1300 at 10% error), but 101 were collected without explanation for the excess; the methodology mentions a 7-month population period but abstract says 6 months—inconsistencies like this need correction. Some claims in the introduction (e.g., tourism's global GDP contribution) lack citations, reducing rigor. The CSI calculation and interpretation are correct, but the discussion could better integrate statistical significance testing for gaps. Overall, it is technically robust but requires polishing for precision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient and not consistently recent. Many statements in the introduction (e.g., tourism's impact on GDP, employment) and discussion (e.g., female travelers' preferences) cite sources, but others are unsupported, and the reference list is incomplete or missing at the end (only placeholders like "qtd in" or unnamed citations). Recent references (e.g., 2024 for CSI interpretation) are present, but more are needed for depth, especially post-2020 studies on tourism recovery in Indonesia. Suggestions for additional references:

Kotler, P., & Keller, K. L. (2016). Marketing Management (15th ed.). Pearson. (For customer satisfaction concepts).

UNWTO. (2023). World Tourism Barometer. (For updated global tourism statistics).

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A., & Berry, L. L. (1988). SERVQUAL: A multiple-item scale for measuring consumer perceptions of service quality. Journal of Retailing, 64(1), 12-40. (Direct cite for SERVQUAL, as it's referenced but not listed).

Riduwan, A., & Akdon. (2020). Customer Satisfaction Index in Service Industries. (For CSI methodology in Indonesian contexts).

Ensure all in-text citations (e.g., Altares et al., 2003; Wardhana, 2024) are fully listed in a standardized format like APA.
	

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


	The language quality is marginally suitable but requires significant improvement for scholarly communication. There are frequent grammatical errors (e.g., "qtd in)" incomplete; "non-probability sampling with purposive sampling where individuals" missing verb), awkward phrasing (e.g., "soaring consumer expectations"), inconsistencies (e.g., "7 months" vs. "6 months"), and typos (e.g., "an industry that is constantly innovating... promoting peace" run-on sentence). Readability is affected by repetitive wording and poor sentence structure. Professional editing is recommended to enhance clarity, flow, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has good originality in applying CSI to a specific Indonesian tour company, but the literature review is underdeveloped— it lacks a dedicated section and relies on broad tourism overviews without deep engagement with prior SERVQUAL/CSI studies in tourism. The introduction provides context but could better highlight the research gap. Methodology is appropriate but lacks details on questionnaire development and ethical considerations (e.g., informed consent). Results are well-presented with tables, but analysis could include more statistical depth (e.g., t-tests for gaps). Discussion integrates findings with literature but does not acknowledge limitations (e.g., small sample, self-reported bias, no longitudinal data). Conclusion summarizes key points effectively but could add broader implications for tourism policy. Overall organization is logical, but sections like "results and discussion" blend the two—separate them for clarity. 
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