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for rejection.
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responses and feedback.

NOTE: ESJ promotes peer review procedure based on scientific validity and technical
quality of the paper (not perceived the impact). You are also not required to do
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Rating Result
Questions [Poor] 1-5
[Excellent]
1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 3
article.

The title is clear and explains well, but it expressed in a trivial and pop way. I
advise a more professional and academically captivating wording (especially
without “really want”)

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 4




results.

The abstract is clear and well written.I would adsvise to suggest outcomes.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 3
mistakes in this article.

Clear and correct. The form can be improved. I suggest to avoid “we cannot
find”, “We have”, “We did” and similar forms. I feel like it would be better to
use a less narrative form. “it has not been found”, e.g.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

Yes, but under Literature review it should not take place the QFD. It should be
explained in the methodology of research. Literature review makes not much
sense, written without a review of the literature. The methodology itself is very
clear.

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

Clear, captivating, interesting and easy to be followed, for a audience of a
certain mid-high level and aware of the subject.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 1
supported by the content.

Very limitative. No future improvements, reccomendations, limitations, that
instead are present in the paper itself. It absolutely required to add these
sections and to explain.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5
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Overall Recommendation(mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed X

Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Dear authors, this is an interesting reading. I suggest to review the narrative form in
some part, improve the literature review that is actually practically absent and to add
the missing parts: limitations and future improvements.




