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PART 1

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 discusses a practical and contextually relevant problem in urban mobility. It also demonstrates that improving pedestrian infrastructure can lead to improved performance of traffic. There is value in the manuscript as it links transport engineering design and behavioral response. However, the broader scientific contribution needs better generalization and methodological strength.
	




PART  2

	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear, specific, and representative of the study location and scope. However, it could be shortened slightly to make it easier for wider audiences.
Rating: 4 (Good)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract provides sufficient information regarding the aims, methods and results of the research; however, it is repetitive at some points and lacks clarity in terms of methodology (how data was collected and analyzed) due to its excessive detail (involves describing the process of building the infrastructure). 
Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The key words are somewhat relevant; however, they are also quite broad. Using words such as "pedestrianization'', "Level of Service (LOS);" and performance metrics will provide better indexing of your paper. 
Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Although this section is informative, it is longer than necessary and has some conceptual confusion because it includes the theory behind pedestrians as well as algorithms for their use, which are not part of this project. The Background & Introduction need to be more sharply contrasted with the research objectives/hypotheses. 
Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The research proposal states the research objectives, but they need to be structured so that they form testable hypotheses; as currently written, the research objectives lack scientific rigor.
Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The review of Literature is mostly relevant to the research, but is missing several critical syntheses and does not include studies from high-impact journals within the last few years. There was also obvious over-reliance on citing both authors and regions.
Rating: (3) Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Methodology details are adequate for the engineering design portion but methodology for the traffic analysis was not clear. Specifically, there was no detail regarding the sampling method; data acquisition; and statistical validation of the collected data. This methodology appeared to be descriptive vs. analytical in nature.
Rating: (3) Satisfactory
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Ethical considerations were not explicitly mentioned in the report, but due to the observational nature of this type of research, the lack of an ethics statement is acceptable. That being said, a statement outlining observational ethics would add to the completeness of the report.
Rating: (4) Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results were clearly presented and provided quantitative improvements. However, no statistical validation (confidence intervals, significance testing were provided with the results of this research). 
Rating: (4) Good
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The majority of tables and figures were informative; however, there were several that contained redundant information, as well as inconsistencies in formatting. The figures presented were descriptive but did not provide enough analysis to relate them to the findings.
Rating: (4) Good
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The discussion explained the findings; however there was very limited connection to the overall literature and theoretical framework. The discussion does require a greater depth of analysis to accurately provide meaning to the research results.
Rating: (3) Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Research results and conclusions are in agreement, however the conclusions appear to be overstated (e.g. “eliminate congestion”) and should be expressed with more realistic expectations of impacts.
Rating: (4) Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Limited details of the study’s limitations (i.e., lack of any discussion) represent a major flaw.

Rating: (2) Needs Improvement

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	References are ample in quantity but lack balance (i.e., outdated global research and published in high-impact journals) and exhibit an inconsistent reference format.
Evaluation: (3) Satisfactory

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript is generally comprehensible; however, it has numerous grammar and repetition issues, verbosity, and is in need of professional editing.
Evaluation: 3 (Satisfactory)

	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Key Recommendations:
I. Improve methodological rigor and data analysis
II. Eliminate irrelevant theoretical portion (unused control algorithms)
III. include limitations and statistical validation
IV. Improve language, conciseness, structure


	




PART  3: 
	

	
	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 details)
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