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	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. The quasi-experimental design, appropriate statistical analyses (t-tests, ANCOVA, repeated measures ANOVA), and triangulation with qualitative data provide strong internal validity. The interpretation of results is coherent, well-supported by data, and grounded in relevant theoretical and empirical literature. Overall, the study adheres to accepted research standards in applied linguistics and educational technology research.
	

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

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


	Fine
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Dr. Abhishek Lachyan

	Department of Reviewer
	

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	VMMC & Safdarjung Hospital, New Delhi

	Country of Reviewer
	India

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	

	Email ID of Reviewer
	abhilachyan@gmail.com

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

