Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	South Asian Journal of Social Studies and Economics 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_SAJSSE_149148

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Analysis of the Effectiveness of the Medan Station Road Overpass in Reducing Traffic Congestion in the Urban Core

	Type of the Article
	Research Articles


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 provides a rare empirical before–after evaluation of a recently completed urban overpass (operational only since early 2025) in a large Southeast Asian city outside the usual Jakarta–Bandung focus. It combines technical traffic engineering parameters with user perception and stakeholder qualitative data, offering a practical case study for rapidly motorising secondary cities in the region. The findings on induced demand and the need for complementary traffic management measures are particularly timely for local governments planning similar elevated infrastructure projects.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and adequately reflects the content and methodology.


	

	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 generally comprehensive but slightly overloaded. Suggested minor improvements:

· Explicitly mention the 41% speed increase and 11.8% volume increase (key quantitative results) so readers immediately see the magnitude of impact.

· Add one sentence on the main limitation (induced demand risk) that is already highlighted in the conclusions.

· The keyword list is good but could add “induced demand” and “before–after study”.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study is scientifically robust. The before–after quasi-experimental design is appropriate, statistical tests (paired t-test, repeated-measures ANOVA) are correctly applied, and the mixed-methods approach strengthens the conclusions. The discussion properly acknowledges the risk of induced demand and the need for supporting policies, which demonstrates intellectual honesty.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list contains 15 citations; 11 of them are from 2021–2025, which is acceptable given that the overpass only opened in 2025. However, the literature review could be strengthened by adding a few classic or highly cited references on:

· Induced demand (e.g., Duranton & Turner, 2011, Journal of Urban Economics, or the meta-analysis by Hymel, 2019)

· Before–after evaluation of grade-separated infrastructure in developing cities (e.g., Asian Development Bank or JICA evaluation reports on similar flyovers in Manila, Hanoi, etc.)

· Standard Indonesian references on degree of saturation (MKJI 1997 or its 2021 update). These additions would better situate the Medan case within the international and national literature.


	

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


	The English is understandable but requires moderate copy-editing. There are frequent minor grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent spacing/typos (e.g., “Wanget al., 2024”, “Cafisoet al., 2021”, missing spaces after author names, repeated words, inconsistent capitalisation of “overpass”). A professional language edit is recommended before final acceptance.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths:

· Clear presentation of quantitative results (speed +41%, volume +11.8%, high user satisfaction).

· Good integration of qualitative stakeholder views.

· Honest discussion of limitations and policy implications.

Areas for improvement (minor to moderate revision):

· Tables 1 and 2 are mentioned but not included in the submitted Word file. Authors must insert the actual tables with full data (before/after values, p-values, etc.).

· The paired t-test formula is shown but no actual t-values or p-values are reported in the text. Please add a summary table of statistical results.

· Perception Index calculation is explained, but the actual index scores for each dimension (comfort, safety, etc.) are not presented—add a table or figure.

· Several references in the text (e.g., Sitepu 2025, Siregar 2025) appear to be very recent or forthcoming; ensure they are properly accessible or provide DOI/URL if pre-print.

Minor Revision required (mainly insertion of missing tables, reporting of statistical results, language polishing, and minor reference enhancement). After these corrections the manuscript is suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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