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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.
	The manuscript makes a timely and practical contribution to the scientific community by applying the AHP to analyze the selection of structural systems for Economically Weaker Sections (EWS) housing on a large scale in India, an under-researched topic in the scientific literature. 

In particular, by considering quantifiable and qualitative parameters such as cost-efficiency, construction speed, maintenance, suitability, and ease of working in the selection process, the manuscript delivers an objective, repeatable methodology that can be applied by policymakers, government agencies, and professionals in the context of the Pradhan Mantri Awas Yojana initiative, among others. 

The ranking presented in the paper, which places industrialized techniques (monolithic concrete with aluminum formwork in particular) above reinforced concrete construction systems, provides a scientific basis for transitioning from slower to faster, more durable technologies, thereby overcoming the most significant obstacle to delivering affordable housing on a massive scale.

	


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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	


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 appropriate.

It appropriately reflects the research topic, geographic location, methodology (AHP), and application (fast-track structural systems for mass emergency workers’ housing). No changes are needed.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

The abstract provides an excellent summary of the background, methodology (AHP), experts' panel, and findings of the study. However, it lacks a conclusive remark on the broader implications of this study for the public and the policies that can be adopted as a result of the findings.

Suggestions for Improvement:

Remove all dashes between words in your abstract, as they may convey an informal tone, a pause, or grammatical ambiguity that is unsuited for formal academic writing.

Include a concluding remark in the abstract that outlines the broader implications of the findings or recommends actions for policymakers. For instance, "The above findings imply that public housing authorities should require industrialized building technology…"

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Although the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) and consistency ratios are applied appropriately, there is a scientific inconsistency between the weights and priority rankings presented in the text and those in the tables. Inconsistency in Criteria Weight: The text states that "Suitability to EWS Housing" has a priority weight of 11.4% (a local weight of 0.114%). However, the global priority weights presented in Table 4 of the "Precast 3D" system are 0.195, 0.558 for Monolithic Concrete, 0.100 for Factory-Made Steel, and 0.146 for RCC Framed, which are, in fact, the local weights (priorities of alternative options within that criterion). The text also notes that Suitability is the lowest priority (11.4%), although this conflicts with the way the weights are presented.
Suggestions for Improvement: 

Your Tables and Figures seem to be floating. Provide a brief explanation for each Table and Figure, as the case may be.

Double-check and standardize the mathematics used in Table 4 and the text to ensure that the total priority weights for the global goal level, the priority weights of local variables, and the criterion weights add up consistently.
Clarify the difference between the weights of criteria (Level 1 with respect to the goal) and the priorities of alternatives with respect to each criterion (Level 2).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

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

Suggestion for Improvement:

While the manuscript provides an effective foundational mix of MCDM and construction management literature, the reference list lacks sufficient currency for a study in 2026. Introduce Recent Literature: The majority of references in the paper come from 2004 to 2022; there are almost no sources that cover the dynamic changes of the modern world, specifically those related to digital construction, innovative pre-fabrication, and housing policy between 2024 and 2026.
Expand the scope of sources: Include recent scholarly publications and reports covering modern criteria for housing affordability, construction innovations, and new information on government housing programs (e.g., PMAY 2.0) since 2024.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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