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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 investigates the relationship between green product innovation, green supply chain management, and social performance in the food and beverage industry. The topic is timely and relevant because sustainability practices have become increasingly important for organizations seeking to create environmental and social value. The study contributes to the growing literature by focusing on social performance and examining the mediating role of green supply chain management in an emerging economy context.
	




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
	4= Clear, concise and reflects the study.
	

	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=Well structured but mediation is claimed without reporting indirect effect results
	

	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=Fine and accurate
	

	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=Generally adequate, but research gap should be more explicitly justified.
	

	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
	5=Clearly presented.
	

	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=Relevant but contains several conceptual inconsistencies and duplicated content.
	

	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=Appropriate analytical technique, but methodological details are insufficient. Size of sample, no. of questionnaire or survey reached and returned are missing.
	

	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=AI declaration included, but ethics approval and informed consent procedures should be clarified.
	

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

	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=Useful, although some figures are of low quality and one figure numbering is inconsistent.
	

	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=Linked with literature, but theoretical contribution needs strengthening.
	

	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=Generally supported by findings.
	

	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
	5=These are fine
	

	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=Recent and relevant overall, but several references are incomplete or inconsistently formatted.
	

	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=Understandable but requires careful proofreading and editing.
	




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, with minor improvements.
The abstract should report the mediation analysis more accurately. Since the title emphasizes the mediating role of green supply chain management, the abstract should report the indirect effect and mediation results rather than only the direct relationships.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The manuscript requires several revisions before publication.
Major comments:
1. The title emphasizes the mediating role of green supply chain management; however, the manuscript does not report a formal mediation analysis. The indirect effect should be tested using bootstrapping and the mediation results should be presented. 
2. There are conceptual inconsistencies within the literature review. Sections labeled as "Green Innovation Product," "Green Supply Chain," and "Social Performance" contain incorrect descriptions and appear to have been interchanged. These sections should be carefully revised. 
3. Editorial/template text remains within the manuscript (e.g., "Give adequate information to allow the experiment to be reproduced"), indicating incomplete manuscript preparation. This text must be removed. 
4. The manuscript should report additional PLS-SEM assessment criteria, including HTMT values, multicollinearity (VIF), effect sizes (f²), and model fit indices (e.g., SRMR) to improve methodological rigor. 
5. The sampling procedure requires greater detail. Information regarding sample adequacy, response rate, firm characteristics (firm size, business age, subsectors), and justification of sample size should be included. 
6. Common method bias should be assessed because all variables were collected from a single respondent using a cross-sectional survey. 
7. The discussion should provide stronger theoretical implications for the Stakeholder Resource-Based View rather than mainly restating previous studies.


The manuscript has publication potential after substantial revisions, particularly regarding mediation analysis, theoretical consistency, and methodological reporting.
	

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

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

	YES
Most references are recent and relevant. However, several citations require careful formatting according to the journal style, and some references appear incomplete or lack complete bibliographic information.

	

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

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

	NO
No obvious ethical concerns were identified. However, the authors should explicitly indicate whether ethical approval and informed consent were obtained, if required by institutional guidelines.
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Ayesha Bakhtawar, National University of modern languages, Pakistan
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