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	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 because it provides robust empirical evidence linking biophilic design to both guest well-being and sustainability outcomes within urban hospitality settings. By integrating quantitative survey data with qualitative insights, the study advances current theoretical discussions on biophilia and regenerative hospitality into measurable, practice-oriented knowledge. It also bridges a critical gap between environmental psychology, sustainable architecture, and hospitality management by demonstrating how nature-based design elements influence guest satisfaction, stress reduction, and sustainability perceptions simultaneously. Consequently, the findings offer a valuable interdisciplinary reference for researchers, designers, and policymakers seeking evidence-based strategies to promote health-oriented and regenerative approaches in the built environment

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well aligned with the content of the manuscript, as it clearly presents the study’s focus, methodological approach, key findings, and overall contribution. However, it could be strengthened by briefly specifying the study context (e.g., urban hotel setting and respondent profile) and by more explicitly stating the methodological design (mixed-methods) to enhance transparency and reproducibility. The sustainability outcomes could also be articulated more precisely, distinguishing perceived environmental benefits from operational or measurable impacts. No major deletions are necessary, but tightening some phrasing to reduce repetition and adding a concise statement on the practical and theoretical implications would improve clarity and academic rigor.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and conceptually consistent with current theories and evidence in biophilic design, environmental psychology, and regenerative hospitality. The arguments are well grounded in established literature, the research objectives align with the methodology, and the findings are interpreted coherently in relation to prior studies. The mixed-methods approach is appropriate for the research questions, and the results are presented logically and supported by empirical data. Minor scientific issues relate mainly to the need for clearer methodological detailing (e.g., sampling rationale and analytical rigor) and more cautious wording when inferring environmental impact from perceptual data; however, these do not undermine the overall scientific validity of the study.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and largely up to date, with a strong concentration of sources published within the last five years, which is appropriate for a rapidly evolving field such as biophilic and regenerative design. The manuscript draws on a balanced mix of foundational theories (e.g., biophilia and regenerative paradigms) and recent empirical studies from reputable journals in hospitality, sustainability, and built-environment research. While a few older seminal works are appropriately included to establish theoretical grounding, the overall reference list adequately reflects current scientific discourse. To further strengthen the manuscript, could consider adding one or two very recent high-impact review or meta-analytic studies, if available, but no major gaps in the literature coverage are evident.

	

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


	The overall English and language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, as the text is clear, coherent, and uses appropriate academic vocabulary. The arguments are understandable and logically structured, allowing readers from different disciplines to follow the discussion without difficulty. However, there are recurrent issues with minor grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and occasional redundancy, as well as inconsistent tense usage and article/preposition choice, which slightly reduce fluency and precision. A careful professional language edit or native-speaker proofreading is recommended to enhance clarity, conciseness, and academic polish, but no fundamental language barriers prevent the manuscript from being understood or evaluated scientifically.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic at the intersection of biophilic design, regenerative hospitality, and guest well-being, offering meaningful contributions to both theory and practice. The study is well structured, supported by an extensive literature base, and presents clear empirical findings that are of interest to researchers, practitioners, and policymakers in hospitality and built-environment disciplines. To further strengthen the paper,  are encouraged to sharpen the articulation of the methodological rigor, clearly differentiate perceptual outcomes from objectively measured environmental impacts, and streamline some repetitive sections in the discussion. With minor revisions focusing on clarity, precision, and consistency, the manuscript has strong potential for publication in a peer-reviewed journal.

The manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic, demonstrates solid theoretical grounding, and presents coherent empirical findings with clear practical implications. The study design is appropriate and the results contribute meaningfully to the literature on biophilic design and regenerative hospitality. The primary issues relate to language polishing, clearer methodological transparency, and more cautious interpretation of sustainability impacts based on perceptual data. These are relatively minor and readily addressable, and do not detract from the overall quality or publishability of the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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