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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

The paper highlights the challenges encountered in real time during the construction process 
of a project. This article is important for the scientific community in order to generate 
awareness and be able to encourage the use of technology-based solutions where necessary. 
However, it seems that the whole article was written based on the observation of a single 
project. This is not good enough.  

 

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

 

The Title of the article is suitable  

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some 
points in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

 

The Abstract is not comprehensive enough. It should also indicate the number of projects 
observed and the number of contractors involved as stipulated in the objectives of the 
research.  

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

The structure and the subsections are appropriate. However, the literature review section is 
omitted. This is very important and it should be inserted.  

 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

This manuscript lacks a little bit of vigour. The literature review which was omitted could have 
inputted a scientific touch to the entire work. The discussion of results needs to be able to 
compare the findings generated from the observed projects of this research with other similar 
researches. The manuscript is therefore not scientifically robust and technically sound.  

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
- 

The references are not sufficient even though a few are very recent.    

Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

Corrections have been made on the manuscript with respect to the appropriate use of the English 
language. These when effected will improve the English quality of the article and make it suitable for 
scholarly communication.  
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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