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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 takes on the important and timely topic of how India’s National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 is being put into practice within higher education institutions. Using a robust quantitative approach, the authors center their analysis on students’ perspectives and apply the PLS-SEM method to examine the situation in Uttarakhand, a region that often receives less attention in policy research. The study provides practical insights that can benefit policymakers, university leaders, and scholars who are interested in how education reforms are carried out, as well as in understanding service quality and student satisfaction. Ultimately, this research not only adds valuable evidence to the growing literature on NEP-2020, but also offers guidance for data-driven policy planning and improvement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title does a great job of capturing what the study is about. It’s clear, descriptive, and highlights both the focus on students and the use of the PLS-SEM method, as well as the specific regional context.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract does a clear and effective job of summarizing the study’s purpose, methods, sample, main findings, and implications. It gives readers a concise and accurate sense of what the manuscript covers and is well suited for the journal’s audience. I don’t see a need for any major changes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is solid from a scientific perspective. The research design, sampling approach, and analysis all follow established PLS-SEM guidelines. The authors have used appropriate methods to check reliability, validity, effect sizes, predictive relevance, and model fit, all in line with best practices. I didn’t notice any major methodological issues.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is well-chosen and strikes a good balance between policy documents, methodological sources, and scholarly work. Most of the references are recent and fit the topic well. There’s no need to add more sources. However, I did notice a few minor formatting issues, like inconsistent capitalization and spacing in some journal titles, that should be tidied up for consistency.
	

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


	The language throughout the manuscript is mostly clear and easy to follow, but it could benefit from some careful copyediting. There are a few long or repetitive sentences, minor grammar issues, and some inconsistencies in capitalization, like switching between “NEP–2020” and “NEP-2020.” I also noticed some formatting inconsistencies in the tables and headings. While these points don’t take away from the quality of the research, addressing them would help make the manuscript more polished and readable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript offers strong empirical findings and a solid analytical framework. The main improvements needed are in presentation and formatting. In particular, it would help to streamline some of the repeated explanations across sections, keep table numbering and captions consistent, and make sure equations, symbols, and headings are formatted the same way throughout. The discussion and conclusion sections could also be tightened up to avoid repeating results already covered in the analysis. Overall, the manuscript just needs some minor to moderate revisions to improve clarity, structure, and formatting. No major changes to the content are necessary.
The manuscript is strong in terms of its scientific approach and methodology. Most of the revisions needed are about improving formatting, clarifying the language, and making the structure more consistent, rather than changing the core content or analysis.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

I didn’t find any ethical concerns with the study. It looks like the research relied on anonymous survey data collected for academic purposes. Still, it would be helpful for the authors to briefly mention informed consent and any ethical considerations in the manuscript, just to make everything clear and transparent.
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