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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 is valuable because it sheds light on what drives sustainability reporting in Indonesian manufacturing companies a context that hasn't been studied enough. By testing both financial and governance factors together, the study offers a more complete picture of why some companies disclose more ESG information than others. The findings also help us understand how stakeholder and legitimacy theories work in real-world emerging market settings, which is useful for academics and policymakers alike. Interestingly, the results challenge some common assumptions—like audit committees always being important for sustainability disclosure which opens up new questions for future research to explore.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the study. It appropriately identifies the key variables examined (financial performance, governance mechanisms, industry profile) and the dependent variable (sustainability report disclosure)
	

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

	Yes, but with minor suggestions. The abstract adequately summarizes the research objectives, methodology, key findings, and theoretical implications. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the specific GRI framework used (GRI Standards) and including the R-squared value to give readers a sense of the model's explanatory power.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, with minor issues. The theoretical framework, hypothesis development, research methodology, and statistical analysis are scientifically sound. The application of stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory to explain sustainability disclosure is appropriate. However, there are a few areas requiring attention: (1) In the hypothesis development section, the numbering of hypotheses uses "H1" without the "H" prefix in some places; (2) In Table 1 (Operational Definition), the description for Sustainability Report Disclosure is cut off and incomplete; (3) The variable naming convention for "Activity Corporate" (AC) is inconsistent—the abbreviation AC is also used for "Audit Committee," which creates potential confusion; (4) Some citations in the introduction lack complete author-year formatting (e.g., "Grewal and Serafeim, (2020)" should be "Grewal and Serafeim, 2020"). These are minor issues that can be easily corrected during revision.
	

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

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

	Yes, but with suggestions for improvement. The references are generally adequate and include recent publications from 2020-2025. However, the authors should consider adding more references from 2024-2025 to strengthen the currency of the literature review. Additionally, a few references appear to have incomplete formatting or missing DOIs (e.g., Aprianti et al., 2022; Palwaguna and Setijaningsih, 2025). The authors should ensure consistent formatting throughout the reference list and verify that all in-text citations correspond correctly to the reference list.
	

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

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

	No. The manuscript uses secondary data obtained from publicly available sources (annual reports, financial statements, sustainability reports), so ethical approval is not required. The authors appropriately disclose the use of AI tools (Grammarly and ChatGPT) for grammar checking, language refinement, and reference formatting, which is consistent with current publication ethics guidelines. The AI use declaration is transparent and appropriate
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