Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Research Journal of Arts & Social Sciences 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARJASS_143354

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Sustainable Hospitality: Green Practices of Food and Lodging Establishments in Conner, Apayao

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 current description of the topic's importance is good but could be more precisely framed to highlight its unique contribution. Instead of a general statement on sustainability, explicitly connect the study's focus on rural SMEs and a new UNESCO site to a clear gap in the existing literature, which predominantly focuses on large, urban hotels in developed nations. This will immediately signal the paper's novelty and value to researchers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is adequate but could be more precise. Consider refining it to better reflect the study's focus on SMEs and the UNESCO designation. Suggested alternative: "Green Practices in Rural Hospitality SMEs: A Study within the UNESCO Biosphere Reserve of Apayao, Philippines"
	

	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 effectively summarizes the study but misses the opportunity to succinctly state the most significant finding and its implication. The reader should finish the abstract understanding not just what you found, but why it matters.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific methods used are appropriate, but the description lacks critical details that are necessary for the study to be replicable and for the results to be fully trusted. The most pressing issue is the incomplete reporting of the methodology and a potential error in statistical presentation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is relevant but is currently incomplete. Citing an author in the text but not including them in the reference list is a critical oversight that must be corrected to maintain academic integrity.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, which is the most important factor. However, to meet the formal standard for scholarly publication, it requires thorough proofreading to eliminate distracting errors and improve professionalism.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The discussion and conclusion sections currently report your findings well but could do more to interpret their broader significance and guide future research. Adding these elements will elevate the manuscript's impact.
· The researcher should clearly specify the sampling technique employed in the study to substantiate the adequacy of the 30-sample size. This information is essential to determine whether the sample is representative of the target population and to assess the generalizability of the findings.

· If pilot testing was conducted, kindly include the results demonstrating the instrument’s reliability and validity. If not, it is recommended that a pilot test be performed, and the corresponding reliability and validity metrics be presented to support the credibility of the data collection tool.

· Briefly define what "DI" stands for (Descriptive Interpretation) in the table footnotes for clarity.

· Table 1 is presented twice. The second, more formatted version should be kept, and the first should be removed.

· Please provide a descriptive interpretation of the category means presented in Table 8 and Table 9, highlighting the implications of the results in relation to the study’s objectives.

· Please include a legend that clearly defines the mean range corresponding to each verbal interpretation used in Tables 2 to Table 9. This will help ensure clarity and consistency in the presentation and interpretation of the data.

· The stated hypothesis was: "Test of difference on the employees' green practices when grouped according to profile variables." However, the interpretation of Table 10 indicates that "business type plays a more critical role in influencing the outcome, while longevity and staff size have no significant impact." This interpretation appears to be misaligned with the original hypothesis, as it selectively emphasizes one variable rather than addressing the comparative differences across all profile variables.

· The conclusion should not just list recommendations but also discuss the theoretical and practical implications of the findings. What does this mean for the study of sustainability in rural hospitality?

Several citations in the text (e.g., Gössling et al., 2012; Lozano, 2015; Juan,2020; Gomez,2018) are missing from the reference list. All references must be complete and formatted consistently according to the required style (e.g., APA).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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