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	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript offers valuable insights into how Post-Matric Scholarships are utilized by undergraduate students, highlighting not only academic benefits but also their broader socio-economic impact. By systematically analyzing expenditure patterns across personal, educational, and family domains, the study addresses a significant research gap in scholarship utilization literature. Its findings provide a strong evidence base for policymakers and educational institutions to optimize financial aid strategies for marginalized groups. As such, this research contributes meaningfully to the discourse on inclusive education, financial equity, and student welfare within the higher education system.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
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	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.
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	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
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	Reviewer’s comment 

Here is a detailed reviewer’s comment report for the article titled “Unlocking Potential: A Study on Utilization of Post-Matric Scholarships by Undergraduate Students”, aimed at enhancing its academic quality and rigor:
1. Title and Abstract
Comment 1: Clarify the purpose more sharply in the abstract. While multiple findings are shared, the central research question or hypothesis is not clearly defined.

Comment 2: Consider reducing redundancy (e.g., repeating the idea of holistic utilization across personal, academic, and family areas).

Comment 3. Include numerical insights (e.g., "X% spent on academics") to reinforce impact.

2. Introduction
Comment 4. State the research gap more explicitly. The introduction implies it, but it should be clearly highlighted, e.g., “Little is known about the distribution patterns of scholarship use among undergraduates…”.

Comment 5. Include research questions or hypotheses toward the end of the introduction to improve clarity of the study's direction.

3. Objectives
Comment 6. Expand on the single objective to reflect the three dimensions explored: academic, personal, and family expenditure patterns.

4. Methodology
Comment 7: Specify the sampling strategy more clearly: was it stratified random sampling, simple random sampling, or another form?

Comment 9: Include justification for choosing only two institutions—explain how representative this is of broader scholarship utilization trends.



5. Data Analysis and Results
Comment 10: Present results using charts or graphs (e.g., bar graphs for rankings) for better visual interpretation.

Comment 11: While Garrett Ranking is used correctly, briefly explain why this method was chosen over alternatives (e.g., Likert analysis or ANOVA).

Comment 12: A few values in the Garrett score tables appear inconsistent (e.g., Rank I having a lower Garrett Mean Score than Rank II in Table 3). Please double-check the calculation accuracy.

6. Discussion
Comment 13: Introduce comparative analysis with findings from other states or institutions to generalize insights more confidently.

Comment 14: The discussion could benefit from exploring implications for stakeholders: What should administrators or policymakers do with this data?

7. Conclusion
Comment 15: Avoid general statements—include specific recommendations drawn from the analysis (e.g., “Increase allocation for digital tools…”).

Comment 16: Suggest possible improvements to scholarship disbursement systems based on evidence.

8.   References
Comment 17: Remove duplicate entries (e.g., Karna & Swain, 2022 is listed twice).

Comment 18: Use a consistent citation style (APA or MLA) and ensure uniform formatting for volume and issue numbers.

Comment 19: Minor grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., “mobile research” instead of “mobile recharge”) need correction.
Comment 20: Improve paragraph structuring in the Results section to avoid overloading.

Comment 21: Include a limitation section acknowledging any sample size, scope, or response bias concerns.
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