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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 article is of great importance to the scientific community because it combines the concepts of Good Corporate Governance (GCG), internal control system and Quadruple Bottom Line sustainability framework, providing a new approach to measuring sustainability in the hospitality industry. The present study fills the gap in the scientific literature on the relationship between corporate governance, internal control and organizational performance from a sustainability perspective. It also provides a localized model that can be generalized to other tourism destinations by relying on Balinese indigenous cultural values ​​(Tri Hita Karana philosophy). The results of this study can be a basis for policymakers, managers and researchers in developing sustainable management strategies based on local ethics and culture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is appropriate, scientific, and consistent with the content of the research.
	

	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, your article abstract is generally comprehensive, coherent, and structured, and covers the main elements (problem, objective, method, statistical population, findings, and conclusion),
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Scientifically acceptable and correct

The manuscript is scientifically structured, logical, and in terms of content, it is consistent with the principles of quantitative research:

Valid theoretical framework: The key variables (GCG, Internal Control System, QBL, Company Performance) are all known in the scientific literature and the relationship between them is logical.

Strong theoretical support: References to various sources (2010 to 2025) show that the author has used up-to-date literature.

Consistent methodology: The quantitative method, the use of questionnaires, and PLS-SEM analysis are fully suitable for causal-explanatory models. Validity and reliability tests (loading, AVE, Cronbach's Alpha) have also been conducted, and the results are within the standard range.

Consistent findings: The results (positive and significant effects of the variables) are consistent with the theoretical logic and previous studies and do not show any signs of contradiction or incorrect inference.

2. Points for scientific correction or improvement (minor)

Ambiguity in sample size: In the methodology section, the number of samples is mentioned once as 33 and again as 99; this should be corrected, as it directly affects statistical validity.

Failure to mention measurement instrument: The questionnaire instrument is introduced, but the measurement scales (e.g., the source of the items or the number of items for each variable) are not clear. Mentioning them provides greater transparency.

Analysis limited to PLS: Although PLS is suitable for small data, for publication in high-level journals, it is better to also report supplementary tests (such as predictive relevance or model fit indices).

Absence of a “limitations and future research” section: The article lacks a statement of limitations; this section is essential for scientific validity and transparency of the results.

Reference to secondary data or field evidence: If the data is only from a questionnaire, it is better to compare it with qualitative evidence or environmental data (such as environmental or financial indicators) to strengthen the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. In terms of number and variety

The article uses about 28 sources, which is a good amount for an article of 15–20 pages.

The sources are well balanced in terms of subject diversity (corporate governance, internal control system, sustainability, Triple and Quadruple Bottom Line, and tourism industry case studies).

A combination of domestic and international sources is also used, which is a strength.

2. In terms of recency

The most recent source is from 2025 (Marsellus Nabunome Pampur, 2025).

There are also a few sources from 2024 and 2023 (e.g. Putra et al., 2024 and Nining, 2023).

A significant portion of the sources are from 2016 to 2021, which are still valid, but some key studies in the field of ESG, sustainability reporting, corporate governance & tourism were published after 2022 and are not included in the article.

Therefore:

In terms of the date of the references, the article is up-to-date (until 2025).

However, in terms of time distribution, about 40% of the references are still from before 2020; for publication in high-level journals, it is better for 60% of the references to be from the last five years.

3. Suggestion for improving the references

To strengthen the literature review section and demonstrate the author's mastery of new research, it is better to add a few of the following references (or similar ones).
	

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


	1. Overall Assessment

The English language of the article is fluent, academic, and structurally correct.

Scientific terms are used correctly (e.g., Good Corporate Governance, Internal Control System, Quadruple Bottom Line, Structural Equation Modeling).

The logical coherence of sentences is maintained and paragraphs are well connected.

The tone of the text is formal and appropriate for scientific publications (without the use of personal pronouns or colloquialisms).

So overall, the language of the article is suitable for scientific communication and international publication.

2. Minor points for improvement

Despite the general correctness of the language, a few points could improve the readability and professionalism of the article:

a) Sentence length

Some sentences (especially in the Introduction and Discussion sections) are very long and multi-part.

Example:

“The exponential growth in the number of hotels and room availability in Bali Province is a consequence of the high number of international tourist visits…”

This sentence has more than 40 words; It can be divided into two simpler sentences to increase readability.

b) Repetitive vocabulary

Expressions such as “This indicates that…” and “Furthermore…” are very repetitive. Occasional substitutions with “Hence”, “In addition”, “This suggests that” help with linguistic variety.

c) Verb tense agreement

In some sections, past and present tenses are combined in one sentence. In scientific papers, it is better to write results and methods in the past tense, and interpretation or inference in the simple present.

d) Partial spelling

In tables, commas (,) are used instead of periods (.) for decimal numbers (e.g. 0,268 instead of 0.268). This should be corrected to English format.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article is scientifically and ethically sound and acceptable,

only requiring minor revisions in the following areas:

Clarifying sample size and measurement tools,

Adding a few new sources 2022–2025,

Rewriting a few long sentences for greater fluency,
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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