Review Form 1.7

Journal Name:

Journal of Scientific Research and Reports

Manuscript Number:

Ms_JSRR_105813

Title of the Manuscript:

Exploring the Landscape of Decentralized Autonomous Organizations: A Comprehensive Review of Blockchain Initiatives

Type of the Article

General guideline for Peer Review process:

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.
To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

(https://www.journaljsrr.com/index.php/JSRR/editorial-policy )

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. Is the 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. Isthe 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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

Yes, this manuscript is important for the scientific community. The present study aims to investigate
the DAO initiative and scrutinize the diverse methodologies researchers employ for data collection
in this area, highlighting any unresolved problems or limitations and suggesting approaches to
enhance blockchain technology for future investigations.

2. s thetitle of the article suitable?
Yes, the title of the article is suitable.

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

The abstract of the article should be improved, presenting in a complete way the general objective
and the specific objectives of the research, the methodology, the results achieved and the final
considerations of the project.

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

One suggestion for improvement is the use of tables with summaries of already published literature.
The realization and presentation of the literature review already published in a clear and concise
way is important.

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?
Yes, | think the manuscript is scientifically correct, but the references are not sufficient.

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

The number of references must be greater. A suggestion for improvement is the literature review

using published references from the last 10 years, showing the evolution of the theme and subject

of the research.

Minor REVISION comments

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

Yes, the language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications

Optional/General comments
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