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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 an important issue in ecotourism by examining stakeholder perception gaps and benefit distribution in the context of Asenso initiatives in the Philippines. The study contributes to the literature by highlighting the divergence between perceived and actual benefits among local stakeholders, which is critical for sustainable and inclusive tourism development. Its empirical approach provides useful insights for policymakers and practitioners seeking to improve governance and equity in ecotourism projects. Overall, the paper has relevance for both academic research and applied policy in environmental economics and sustainable tourism.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	




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.

	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, but it could be improved by clearly stating the methodology and key quantitative findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, but there are some methodological limitations. The study would benefit from a clearer identification strategy and stronger justification of the empirical approach.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO, Consider to add some of these references in your paper to robust your introduction, literature reviews and discussion appropriately: 
1.Sustainable development in Southeast Asia: The nexus of tourism, finance, and environment. Heliyon, 10(24). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e40829 
2.Tourism, FDI, Renewable Energy, And Growth. Revista Turismo & Desenvolvimento, 48, 599–623. https://doi.org/10.34624/RTD.V48I0.34822 
3.Activities of agricultural way of life – a key to attract tourist in agritourism, a study from Tra Que traditional village (Hoi An, Quang Nam, Viet Nam). Journal of Tourism History, 15(1), 65–83. https://doi.org/10.1080/1755182X.2023.2165727
4.Economic Growth, Foreign Direct Investment, Renewable Energy, and Inflation: A Multi-Factor Analysis of Tourism Development in Vietnam. Advances in Hospitality and Tourism Research (AHTR). https://doi.org/10.30519/AHTR.1599750 
5. Does green innovation play a crucial role for environment sustainability? Evidence from ASEAN countries. Journal of Environmental Management, 393, 126961. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JENVMAN.2025.126961 
6. Tourism-led growth or economy-driven tourism growth in Southeast Asian countries. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, 2025 12:1, 12(1), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-025-05594-1 
7. Medical insurance and its impact on tourism: evidence from Vietnam. Frontiers in Public Health, 13, 1683023. https://doi.org/10.3389/FPUBH.2025.1683023
8. Multi-dimensional impacts of tourism on regional development: evidence from Vietnam’s 63 provinces/cities. GeoJournal 2025 90:6, 90(6), 297-. https://doi.org/10.1007/S10708-025-11543-X 
9. Green innovations and its dual impact on economic growth and environmental sustainability: Evidence from Vietnam. Journal of Environmental Management, 395, 127751. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JENVMAN.2025.127751
10. The Relationship Between Green Patents, Green FDI, Economic Growth and Sustainable Tourism Development in ASEAN Countries: A Spatial Econometrics Approach. Regional Science and Environmental Economics, 2025, Vol. 2, Page 29, 2(4), 29. https://doi.org/10.3390/RSEE2040029
11. Race to the bottom: Labor forces, policy and immigration in Vietnam. International Review of Economics & Finance, 105, 104791. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.IREF.2025.104791
	

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

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

	NO
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	[bookmark: _GoBack]
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and provides useful descriptive insights; however, it requires moderate to substantial revision before being suitable for publication. The main concerns relate to the depth of methodological rigor, limited engagement with recent literature, and relatively weak integration between empirical findings and theoretical contributions. I recommend major revision, with particular emphasis on strengthening the analytical framework and improving the discussion section.
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