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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Isthe manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide

additional suggestions/comments)

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly

communications?

Since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, all schools at vary levels around the world have
adopted distance learning. This research study has its merits. The authors present great
information regarding literature review, methods, results and discussion, and conclusion and
recommendation.

But the information under Abstract is needed for revision because the information presented under
each heading does not really match with the designated heading. Moreover, the duration of study
shows between June 2009 and July 2010, which does not match the period of the COVID-19
pandemic.

The authors need to double check with the information in the last two paragraphs on page 3. It
seems that the authors left out one or two lines of information in the beginning of each paragraph.
On page 10, 374 is a typo under Table 5 Perceived Service Quality.

On page 12, the authors state, “The study also showed that neither a student's gender nor class
had any bearing on the favorable association between their perceived quality and desire for online
learning.” | did not see the findings based on the students’ gender.

There are some grammatical errors. The authors might use the free software like
www.grammarly.com to check the paper or hire an editor to edit the paper.
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