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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 study makes a meaningful contribution to the growing body of literature on college student nutrition by providing context-specific evidence from a Southeast Asian university setting — an underrepresented population in global dietary research. By examining four distinct eating behavior categories (fuel, fun, fog, and storm eating) alongside perceived barriers in a single, large-scale descriptive study of 677 Hospitality Management students, the manuscript offers a nuanced and multidimensional framework for understanding dietary patterns among young adults in higher education. The findings are particularly significant given the paradox they expose: students enrolled in a food-service-related discipline remain vulnerable to poor nutritional choices driven by economic pressures, emotional triggers, and environmental cues, suggesting that professional food knowledge alone does not translate into healthier eating behavior. These insights have direct implications for university policy, campus food environments, and the design of targeted nutrition intervention programs, and can serve as a valuable reference point for future comparative studies across different academic disciplines and regions in the Global South.
	



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
	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
	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
	4
	

	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


	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	5
	



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.

	The title "Eating habits and nutritional barriers among hospitality management students of Cavite State University" is mostly suitable — it is straightforward, accurately reflects the study's scope, and clearly identifies the population of interest.
	

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

	The abstract should be revised to briefly include the overall mean scores for each eating behavior category and the barriers assessment, explicitly state why Hospitality Management students represent a uniquely relevant population, and acknowledge at least one key limitation of the study. For example, a sentence such as: "However, findings are limited to a single institution and rely on self-reported data, which may be subject to response bias" would add important transparency. These additions would make the abstract substantially more informative and suitable for an international peer-reviewed journal.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The authors should revise the manuscript to: (1) report Cronbach's alpha or equivalent reliability coefficients for all adapted scales; (2) include at least basic inferential analyses (e.g., ANOVA or independent samples t-test) to examine group differences across demographic variables; (3) acknowledge the limitations of self-reported data and the absence of objective dietary measures; (4) clearly state the total enrolled student population to substantiate the census claim; (5) properly cite the original source of the four eating behavior framework; and (6) add a dedicated limitations section. These revisions would substantially strengthen the manuscript's scientific credibility and its suitability for publication in a peer-reviewed journal.

	

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

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

	The authors should substantially expand the reference list to a minimum of 25–30 peer-reviewed sources. Priority should be given to: (1) identifying and citing the original source of the fuel-fun-fog-storm eating framework; (2) including peer-reviewed studies on college student dietary behavior, emotional eating, and food barriers from Southeast Asian and global contexts; (3) replacing or supplementing institutional web sources with journal articles; and (4) ensuring all references follow a consistent and complete citation format. Databases such as PubMed, Scopus, Google Scholar, and ScienceDirect should be consulted to identify relevant and current literature.
	

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

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

	The authors should revise the manuscript to: (1) explicitly state IRB or ethics committee approval, including the approval reference number and issuing body; (2) provide a more detailed description of the informed consent process; (3) describe the data privacy and confidentiality measures implemented, with reference to relevant data protection regulations; (4) clarify the consent procedures applied to the minor participants in the sample; and (5) include a formal conflict of interest declaration. Addressing these ethical concerns is essential before the manuscript can be considered suitable for publication.
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