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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 important problem: selecting fast-track structural systems for mass EWS housing in India. Its use of AHP provides a transparent decision-support structure for comparing cost, speed, maintenance, workability and contextual suitability. The study can contribute to early-stage housing delivery decisions, particularly where public agencies and project teams must balance competing criteria. However, the contribution will be substantially stronger after the expert-aggregation procedure, internal numerical and figure inconsistencies, literature currency, limitations and claims of generalisability are corrected.
	




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 – Good. The title is clear, but ‘optimal’ should be moderated and ‘construction methods’ aligned with the manuscript’s focus on structural systems.
	

	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 – Satisfactory. The abstract covers the aim, method and findings, but should clarify expert aggregation and replace broad claims of ‘reliability’ and ‘unsuitability’ with AHP-consistent wording.
	

	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 – Satisfactory. The keywords are generally useful; use consistent MCDM terminology and include ‘Analytic Hierarchy Process’ and ‘Economically Weaker Section (EWS) housing’.
	

	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 – Satisfactory. The background is relevant, but primary/official sourcing should be strengthened, the research gap sharpened, and the introduction should end with a concise statement of contribution.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory. The main objective is present but not clearly separated. State one explicit objective/research question that directly corresponds with the AHP analysis.
	

	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
	2 – Needs Improvement. The review is relevant but dated and largely descriptive. Integrate recent 2023–2026 evidence on industrialised/off-site housing, PMAY-U 2.0, lifecycle cost/maintenance and structural-system selection, and synthesize the literature critically.
	

	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 – Needs Improvement. AHP is appropriate, but the procedure is not reproducible as reported. Clarify expert sampling, pairwise scale, aggregation method, criterion/alternative selection, group-consensus calculation, the G+8 decision scenario, and a sensitivity/robustness check.
	

	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
	2 – Needs Improvement. Judgments were elicited from five experts, but no ethics/consent statement is provided. State whether formal ethical approval was required and how informed consent/confidentiality were addressed.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory. The main outputs are understandable, but Table 2 is misinterpreted in the text and the Figure 2 narrative does not describe the figure. Reconcile these inconsistencies.
	

	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
	2 – Needs Improvement. Correct Table 1 numbering/caption, Table 2 caption/interpretation, Table 4 Cost Effectiveness weight (0.246 versus 25.6%), and the Figure 2 explanatory text; standardise criterion and system labels.
	

	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
	2 – Needs Improvement. The discussion mainly restates the results. Relate the findings to the cited and recent literature, explain agreements/disagreements, and avoid unsupported claims of an industry-wide shift.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory. The ranking is supported by the AHP outputs, but the conclusion overreaches by describing RCC as unsuitable and recommending mandatory adoption. Limit inference to the present decision model and sample.
	

	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
	1 – Poor. A dedicated limitations section is absent. Discuss panel size/composition, expert subjectivity, context specificity, absence of empirical cost/time/LCA validation, and lack of sensitivity analysis.
	

	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
	2 – Needs Improvement. The sources are broadly relevant but not sufficiently current. Standardise citation/reference formatting and DOI URLs, and add recent peer-reviewed and official sources.
	

	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 – Satisfactory. The manuscript is understandable but requires comprehensive language editing for grammar, terminology consistency, heading numbering, punctuation and tense.
	





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.
	NO. The topic is suitable, but the wording should be more precise and avoid implying absolute optimisation. Suggested title: “Accelerating Affordable Housing in India: AHP-Based Prioritisation of Fast-Track Structural Systems for Mass EWS Housing.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. It is informative but should state the expert aggregation procedure, distinguish acceptable AHP consistency from broader reliability, and replace the statement that RCC is ‘unsuitable’ with ‘least preferred under the study criteria’.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The AHP framework is appropriate, but methodological reproducibility and interpretation require correction—particularly the five-expert aggregation method, Table 2 interpretation, Figure 2 narrative, Table 4 weight inconsistency, and unsupported generalisation from the ranking.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Add recent 2023–2026 peer-reviewed studies and current official sources on EWS/PMAY-U 2.0, industrialised/off-site housing, lifecycle cost/maintenance and construction-system selection; also standardise the reference style and DOI presentation.
	

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

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

	NO major ethical misconduct is evident. However, because expert judgments were collected from five participants, the manuscript should state the applicable ethical/consent procedure, including voluntary participation and confidentiality where relevant.
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