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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a timely managerial issue in food and beverage services, namely how online reviews relate to customer trust in local coffee shops. The topic is potentially relevant for the scientific community because digital reputation, e-WOM, and trust formation are important constructs in service marketing and consumer behavior. However, the manuscript’s methodological transparency, especially the mismatch between the word 'influence' in the title and the correlational design, the unclear sampling description, and the absence of a limitations section. With substantial revision, the paper may offer useful localized evidence from Santo Tomas, Davao del Norte.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Suggested title: 'The Relationship Between Online Reviews and Customer Trust in Selected Coffee Shops in Santo Tomas, Davao del Norte' or, if the authors wish to retain 'influence', they need a stronger design such as regression or an experimental/longitudinal approach.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract reports the main variables and correlation result, but it should also clarify the actual population and sample, avoid causal wording, and state the study limitation that the design is correlational and cross-sectional.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The manuscript is not yet scientifically robust. The major issues are: the causal language ('influence') despite the use of Pearson correlation only; inconsistent population/sample reporting; limited reporting of instrument validation after adaptation; lack of assumptions testing for Pearson r; and conclusions/recommendations that go beyond what the design can support.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Several references are recent, but the list is not fully reliable or consistently formatted. The authors should verify every citation, remove doubtful or weakly relevant sources, standardize formatting, and ensure all in-text citations appear in the reference list and vice versa.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES. No obvious major ethical violation is evident from the manuscript, but ethical reporting is incomplete. The paper should explicitly state informed consent, anonymity/confidentiality procedures, voluntary participation, and the approval/reference number of the ethics clearance.
	



[bookmark: _GoBack]

PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript deals with a relevant applied topic, but it is not ready for acceptance. My main concern is methodological clarity. The paper repeatedly uses the term 'influence', while the design and analysis are purely descriptive-correlational. There is also a serious inconsistency in the sampling section: the reported coffee shop customer counts sum to 729, yet the manuscript also states that the total respondents/population are 252 and then uses 252 again as the final sample. I recommend Major Revision. The authors should revise the title and claims, clarify population and sample derivation, strengthen instrument validation and ethical reporting, add study limitations, and substantially improve the discussion.
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