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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by 

the content. 
5 
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used. 
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 

article. 
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the title, "Crisis, Recovery, and Regional Asymmetries: A Firm-Level Financial Analysis of 

Italian Food and Beverage SMEs," is quite clear and adequately reflects the content of the 

article.  
2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 4 

I can confirm that the abstract effectively presents the objectives, methods, and key results of 

the study. 

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 

this article. 
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I've reviewed the article and can confirm there are indeed a few grammatical errors and 

spelling mistakes. While they don't significantly impede understanding, addressing them 

would certainly enhance the professional polish and credibility of the publication. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5 

I find that the study methods are explained quite clearly and comprehensively in the article. 
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by 

the content. 
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I can confidently state that the conclusions and summary provided in the article are largely 
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I've reviewed the references section of the article, and I would assess them as generally 

appropriate and representative of relevant literature  
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 

article. 
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The title is clear and reflects the scope and content of the article.   
2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 5 

The abstract provides a comprehensive overview of the study. It effectively introduces the 

research objectives, describes the methodology, summarizes key findings, and highlights 

implications, adding value for both scholarly and policy audience.  
3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 

this article. 
3 

The article is generally readable but has some syntactic inconsistencies and unclear wording. 

While not compromising scientific quality, these problems could compromise clarity and 

should be addressed through linguistic revision. 



4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5 

The methodology is robust and includes a detailed explanation of data sources (AIDA), 

sampling strategy, firm categorization by size and region, and analytical techniques 

(descriptive statistics, correlation matrix, cluster analysis).  

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4 

Results are rich in detail, supported by multiple tables and well-explained indicators. 

However, a few sections could benefit from more concise language and clearer explanations 

of causality. Additionally, some tables could use standard formatting for better readability. 

The three-level analysis (strengthened/stable/weakened firms) and the cluster analysis add 

depth. However, some redundancy and prolix explanations slightly reduce clarity. More visual 

synthesis (charts or graphs) could improve reading. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by 

the content. 
5 

Conclusions are coherent with the empirical evidence presented and articulate implications 

for policy. Particularly relevant is the call for differentiated policy responses, taking into 
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7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.  4 

The references are generally appropriate and up to date, covering both academic and 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

The manuscript offers a well-structured and insightful analysis of the financial impacts of 

COVID-19 on SMEs in the Italian food and beverage processing sector. It combines a rich 

empirical dataset with appropriate statistical tools and provides policy-relevant conclusions. 

Minor revisions are suggested to improve the manuscript’s overall quality: 

• Strengthen the language accuracy throughout the manuscript.  

• Consider summarizing key findings with visual aids to enhance readability. 

• Expand briefly on the implications of cluster analysis in the discussion section. 

• Consider summarizing limitations more explicitly (maybe in a dedicated paragraph). 
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