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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 and practically relevant topic at the intersection of sustainability management and human resource practices in the hospitality industry. The study contributes to the growing body of literature on employee pro-environmental behavior by simultaneously examining both organizational (GHRM) and individual (environmental knowledge) predictors within the Indonesian tourism context. The empirical findings, drawn from 284 employees across three distinct tourism destinations (Bali, Yogyakarta, and West Nusa Tenggara), offer valuable comparative insights that extend beyond single-site studies common in this research domain. Furthermore, the manuscript provides practical implications for hotel managers seeking to enhance environmental sustainability through integrated HRM strategies, making it relevant for both academic and practitioner audiences.
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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


	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
	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
	2
Limitations are only briefly mentioned in the discussion section. A dedicated limitations subsection should be added addressing: (1) cross-sectional design preventing causal inference, (2) self-report measures potentially introducing social desirability bias, (3) generalizability beyond the three destinations, and (4) lack of objective behavioral measures.
	

	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 suitable and accurately reflects the study's content. A slightly more concise version could be considered as suggested in the objective evaluation.
	

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

	Yes, but could be improved by explicitly stating the research gap and the study's contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the methodological approach, statistical analysis, and interpretation are scientifically sound. However, I have the following concerns that should be addressed: (1) The manuscript claims to use a "causal-associative" design but employs cross-sectional data. Causality cannot be inferred from cross-sectional regression. The authors should reframe this as "associative" or "correlational" and acknowledge this limitation. (2) The preliminary survey of 45 employees is mentioned but its methodology is not described. How were these 45 employees selected? What were the specific questions? (3) The Glejser test for heteroscedasticity is mentioned but the results are not reported in Section 4.
	

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

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

	Yes. All references are from 2019-2025, with the majority from 2022-2025. The references are from reputable journals including International Journal of Hospitality Management, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, and Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management. I have verified all cited references and confirm they are authentic.
	

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

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

	No significant ethical issues are apparent. However, the manuscript should explicitly state that informed consent was obtained from participants and that the study received ethical approval (or explain why it was not required).
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