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Rating Result 
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Title is promising, but the content do not fully reflect the title 

 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Abstract reflects the issue. 

 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  
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(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Sometimes a sentence starts with a small letter, two or three words are not separated 

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 



(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Study methods are explained too much clearly. It seems sometimes that the paper is about 
methods 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

The body of the paper should be divided for Introduction, Literature Review, Research and Data, 
Result and Conclusions. There are too many points.  

The Table 4 is without comments in the text, This table title should be different as well, since there 
are statements related to the monitoring technics, not the monitoring techniques in themselves 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 
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(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

The problem is that the goal and hypothesis is not problematic. Monitoring must influence the 
performance, the question is – is it a positive or negative influence, and it depends on the 
performance measure that is not specified in the presented research. 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 



In the Literature Project Management Institute (PMI) Project Management Body of 

Knowledge should be mentioned as a basic methodology with precise definitions of 

project management stages: initiation, planning, executing, monitoring and closing 

while managing: scope, time, costs, resources, communication, risk, quality and 

procurement with techniques that are specified. It is difficult to write about project 

management without PMI standards.  

What program was used for the statistical analysis? 

I do not understand the statement : Monitoring techniques have a positive and 

significant influence on the project performance. What do authors mean by project 

performance? It is obvious that monitoring as a task must influence the performance of 

something that monitoring is a part of. 

There is another statement: Additionally, monitoring techniques are instrumental in 

enhancing project success. What is project success? 

If the hypothesis is going to be verified than both monitoring and project performance 

should be clearly defined. 

In what way do the findings presented in the paper can influence the market? 
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