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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.


	This manuscript holds significance for the scientific community as it explores a relevant and timely issue related to consumer behavior toward food labels, a topic that directly impacts public health and consumer decision-making. The study’s focus on understanding the factors influencing consumer choices can provide valuable insights for policymakers and businesses looking to improve labeling strategies. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of the article is suitable as it reflects the focus on consumer behavior and food labeling, which is central to the manuscript. However, to make it more precise and engaging, an alternative title could be:

"Exploring the Impact of Food Labels on Consumer Purchasing Decisions: A Study on Awareness and Preferences"
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study, but it could be made more comprehensive by adding key details about the methodology, specific findings, and implications. Currently, it lacks clarity on the sample size, research design, and the main results, which are essential to help readers understand the scope and contribution of the study at a glance.

Suggested improvements:
1. Include the sample size and data collection method used.

2. Highlight the specific findings regarding consumer behavior or preferences toward food labeling.

3. Add a sentence that discusses the practical implications or contributions of the study to the field.

4. Clarify the objectives in a more focused manner, ensuring the reader understands the problem being addressed.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The subsections and structure of the manuscript are generally appropriate, but some areas could be improved for better flow and clarity:

1. Introduction: The introduction effectively sets the context, but it would benefit from a clearer breakdown into subsections for background, problem statement, and research objectives.

2. Methods: The methodology section is well-structured, but it could be enhanced by explicitly stating the subsections for sampling, data collection tools, and statistical analysis.

3. Results and Discussion: These sections would be clearer if separated distinctly. Currently, they seem to overlap, which makes it difficult to differentiate between the findings and their interpretation.

4. Conclusion: The conclusion section is well-placed, but it could be expanded to include a clear "implications" or "recommendations" subsection.
	

	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.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically robust and technically sound. It follows a well-defined methodology, with appropriate data collection and analysis techniques that align with the research objectives. The statistical methods used are suitable for the type of data gathered, providing reliable and valid results. Moreover, the manuscript addresses relevant variables, ensuring that the findings are meaningful and contribute to the existing body of knowledge.
	

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

-
	The references cited in the manuscript are relevant and sufficient to support the study's framework, covering key theoretical and empirical studies. However, while most of the references are relevant, a few are outdated. It is recommended to include more recent studies from the past 5 years to ensure the research reflects current developments in the field. Incorporating recent works, especially in relation to technological advancements or updates in the industry under study, could provide a more contemporary perspective.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear and easy to understand, with well-structured sentences and appropriate academic vocabulary. However, there are some minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasing in certain sections that could be improved for smoother readability. A careful proofreading and revision of sentence structure, particularly in complex or technical parts, would enhance the overall clarity and professionalism of the manuscript.
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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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