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I commend the clear purpose and sound methodological choice of this study, which addresses a significant local need. My primary suggestion is to urgently resolve the critical inconsistency at the heart of your findings. Your abstract, results, and conclusion sections repeatedly identify a specific package as the most preferred option (100-300m location, ₱700 down payment, ₱1,800 amortization, service with mass, no amenities). However, Table 4 ranks a completely different combination as number one. This contradiction undermines the paper's main conclusion. It is imperative that you re-verify your analysis, ensure the utility values in Table 1 correctly sum up to the rankings in Table 4, and present one consistent and accurate "most preferred" package across the entire manuscript.

Beyond this central issue, I suggest a careful review for other internal contradictions to strengthen the paper's coherence. For instance, Recommendation #2 claims customers prefer a service 
without a mass, which directly contradicts the utility values presented in Table 1, where the service with a mass is shown to be the most preferred option. Furthermore, the presentation of your results could be enhanced. Table 4, in its current form with long descriptive sentences, is difficult to parse. I recommend reformatting this table into a more conventional layout with separate columns for each attribute, which would allow readers to more easily compare the different service combinations and their corresponding utility values.

To bolster the academic rigor of your study, I suggest expanding the Materials and Methods section. You mention the use of quota sampling, but do not explain why this method was chosen over alternatives. Providing a brief justification would add transparency to your research design. Additionally, the paper would benefit immensely from including basic demographic information about the 100 respondents. Data on age, income, or family status would provide valuable context for the preferences identified, allowing for a richer interpretation of why certain attributes, such as low cost and no amenities, were so highly valued.

In the Results and Discussion section, I advise you to refine your interpretation of the data. The assertion that several factors have "statistically equal" importance is not entirely accurate, as the importance values in Table 2 show clear, albeit smaller, differences. A more nuanced discussion of their relative importance would be more precise. Similarly, while the literature review is generally relevant, some citations in the introduction feel slightly peripheral to the core topic of memorial park preferences. A light revision to ensure every source directly supports the immediate argument would create a more focused and compelling narrative.

Finally, I recommend a thorough edit for conciseness and clarity. The description of the most preferred memorial park package is repeated almost identically in the abstract, results, conclusion, and recommendations. While emphasis is important, this level of repetition can detract from a professional academic tone. By condensing these statements and ensuring a single, consistent message, you can improve the paper's overall flow. Addressing these suggestions will transform this already valuable local study into a more robust, coherent, and impactful piece of research.
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