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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 makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific community by addressing an important research problem and providing insights that may advance current knowledge in the field. The study demonstrates methodological rigor and presents findings that could be useful for both academic researchers and practitioners. Furthermore, the results have the potential to stimulate further research and open new directions for investigation. Overall, the work adds value by enhancing understanding and offering practical or theoretical implications within its domain. 
	





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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title appears to be clear and relevant to the scope of the study. It adequately reflects the main focus and objectives of the research, making it understandable to readers. However, there may be slight room for improvement in terms of precision or conciseness to further enhance its impact.
 

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract is generally comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the study, including its objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. It allows readers to quickly understand the purpose and significance of the research. However, minor improvements could be made to enhance clarity or to include more specific results or implications for greater impact.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are appropriate and relevant to the main themes of the manuscript, helping to accurately represent the scope and focus of the study. They are useful for indexing and improving the discoverability of the article. However, a slight refinement or inclusion of more specific terms could further enhance their effectiveness.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background information of the paper is sufficient and generally well organized, providing a clear context for the study. It effectively introduces the research problem and highlights relevant previous work. However, minor improvements in structure or inclusion of a few more recent references could further strengthen the overall coherence and depth.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research objectives and/or hypotheses are clearly stated and aligned with the overall scope of the study. They provide a good understanding of the purpose and direction of the research. However, slight refinement in wording or more explicit formulation of hypotheses could further enhance clarity and precision.
 
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant to the topic and provides an adequate foundation for the study. It includes key references that help position the research within the existing body of knowledge. However, incorporating more recent studies or expanding on certain critical works could further strengthen its depth and currency.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research methodology is appropriate for the objectives of the study and is generally well-designed. It provides a clear framework for data collection and analysis, ensuring the reliability of the findings. However, minor improvements in the description or justification of certain methodological choices could further enhance its clarity and robustness.

	

	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
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
The study is purely theoretical and mathematical in nature, with no involvement of human participants, animals, or sensitive data. Therefore, ethical considerations are not directly applicable to this work.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The results are presented clearly and in a logical manner, making them easy to understand. Tables, figures, or descriptions (where applicable) effectively support the findings. However, minor improvements in presentation or more detailed explanations could further enhance clarity and interpretation.
 
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables and figures are clear, relevant, and contribute effectively to the understanding of the study. They are appropriately used to support and illustrate the results. However, minor improvements in labeling, formatting, or explanatory captions could further enhance their clarity and usefulness

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion adequately relates the findings to the existing literature and demonstrates how the results align with or differ from previous studies. It helps to contextualize the research within the broader field. However, a more critical comparison with recent or key studies could further strengthen the depth and impact of the discussion.
 
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally supported by the data presented in the study and are consistent with the results obtained. They effectively summarize the key findings and their implications. However, a slightly more cautious interpretation or clearer linkage between specific results and conclusions could further strengthen their validity.
 
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The study discusses its limitations to a reasonable extent, acknowledging factors that may affect the generalizability or interpretation of the findings. This adds to the transparency and credibility of the research. However, a more detailed or critical discussion of certain limitations could further strengthen this section.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references cited in the manuscript are relevant to the topic and provide adequate support to the study. The number of references appears sufficient to establish the research context and justify the findings. However, inclusion of a few more recent or high-impact studies could further enhance the strength and credibility of the work.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, making it accessible to readers in the field. The ideas are generally well-articulated and logically presented. However, minor grammatical or stylistic improvements could further enhance readability and overall clarity.
.
 
	





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 of the article is suitable as it clearly reflects the main focus and scope of the study. It is informative and appropriate for the intended audience.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology, analysis, and interpretation of results. The arguments are logical and supported by relevant data and references.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The references are sufficient in number and generally relevant to the study, adequately supporting the research context and findings.

	

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

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

	No
There are no apparent ethical issues in the manuscript. The study appears to adhere to standard research and publication ethics, with no evidence of plagiarism, data manipulation, or ethical concerns in methodology or reporting.
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Kailash Yadav, Central University of Haryana, India
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