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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. 5

Questions

The title is clear

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3

Abstract could be more clear in presenting objectives, methods and results

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this
article. 4

This is not a native speaking language, but one can understand the meaning. | conclude that this is
the way we speak English in Europe out of Great Britain

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

There is one method — a questionnaire with a few questions only so there is not a lot to be explained.




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

The body of a paper is clear

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

The conclusions are accurate

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5

The references are comprehensive and appropriate

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revisions needed X

Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

One cannot use “mission impossible” in the scientific text (p.2), , there are no dates with
names of cited papers in the literature review section. There is no hypothesis in the
paper.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:




Dear Editor,

Regarding the manuscript 12116/16, we received reviewer"s comments and we have

corrected the following issues iIn the manuscript:

1. We have extended the abstract with couple of sentences regarding the methods and
results from.

2. We have made one more proof reading in order to clear some grammatical errors.

3. Regarding the explanation of the study method, starting from page 12 till the end
of the paper the methodology of designing business model according to "business
model canvas™ is extensively explained.

4_ We have reformulated a sentence, according to the request of the reviewer

5. We have added dates beside some authors® names which were omitted.

6. Finally, we have added hypothesis in the introduction, according to the request

of the reviewer.
Please find the corrected version of the manuscript attached.
Sincerely,

Stojan Debarliev, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
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European Scientific Institute




