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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 is dealt with significant and contemporary issues related to the adoption of electric vehicles (EVs) in the context of emerging economies. In light of India’s growing environmental issues and regulatory push towards electric mobility, understanding of consumer level SWOT elements influencing EV adoption is essential for marketers, policymakers and sustainability experts. This study provides specific insights to the wider body of literature on EV adoption by demonstrating empirical information specific to Kozhikode City, Kerala. An organized analytical method analyzing consumer perceptions is provided by incorporating the use of SWOT analysis with statistical methods like factor analysis and regression. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the main idea of the study yet it is quite long and grammatically inaccurate. The revised title should be: “A Study on SWOT factors influencing the adoption of Electric Vehicles over conventional vehicles among consumers in Kozhikode City”
	

	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 covered the methodology, sample size, and key findings, but there needs to be some improvements in abstract: 

1. Clearly specify whether the study is analytical or descriptive.

2. Eliminate grammatical mistakes and improve the structure of sentence. 

3. Regression results should not be repeated. 

4. Give clear explanation of the key statistical conclusions such as: R2 value and number of factors extracted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In this manuscript, appropriate statistical tools (Cronbach’s alpha, KMO, Bartlett’s test, Regression) are applied to tackle relevant research problem. However, there are several methodological and scientific concerns: 

1. The study explains the random population selection which is later contradicted by the use of convenience sampling.

2. Some t-values and standard errors such as: very high t-value with high standard error seem to be statistically inconsistent.

3. The extracted components and eigen values do not clearly match the factor analysis results (10 components listed but discussion refers to 4 factors).

4. P-values and interpretations are inconsistent, as shown by regression table (e.g., occupation p = .55 but interpreted as significant).

5. In the final model, some suppressed variables (W2, W3, W6, T1, T2) are not presented clearly. 

6. The results of the hypothesis test are unclear (H0 is accepted or rejected is not mentioned directly).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are very less. The manuscript requires some more relevant references. In addition:

1. Complete bibliographic information is missing from some references.

2. In references, some DOIs are incomplete.

3. Citation formatting is inconsistent. 

4. More recent studies should be included.  
	

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


	There are several errors in the manuscript including grammatical errors, sentence construction issues, typographical faults. Before publication, professional language editing is strongly advised. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Practical implications should be expanded. 

2. The conceptual framework should be more accurately presented.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, this manuscript does not appear to have any ethical problems.
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