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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	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 offers a timely and policy-relevant analysis of community readiness within a capital-relocation megaproject, integrating motivation, education, and skills under a smart governance framework. The application of Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling provides robust empirical insights into infrastructure utilization and socio-institutional preparedness in emerging urban transformation contexts.

The manuscript would benefit from engaging with prior literature on smart governance, community readiness, and digital inclusion in large-scale urban transformation projects, such as “Boosting Coordination and Employee Motivation in Mega-Project Sustainable Performance Through Quality Relationships: The Key Role of Quality Management System” and "Artificial Intelligence Driven Digital Transformation Mediating the Relationship Between Artificial Intelligence Readiness and Business Process Efficiency". Likewise incorporating “Integrated collaborative reflection model (ICRM) Part 1: role and process based conceptual study of collaborative reflection and collaborative knowledge building” and other similar studies on infrastructure adoption, citizen capability development, and governance-driven digital transitions would strengthen the theoretical grounding and position the study within broader discussions on inclusive and sustainable urban development. Further here are some minor corrections for improving this manuscript:
1. Clearly define the concept of “community readiness” and its measurement dimensions.
2. Provide stronger theoretical justification for using the ERG Theory framework.
3. Clarify the operationalization of education and skills constructs.
4. Expand details on sampling procedure and representativeness of respondents.
5. Report full model fit indices (e.g., CFI, RMSEA, SRMR) for AMOS analysis.
6. Elaborate on the practical implications for smart governance implementation.
7. Discuss potential endogeneity or causality limitations due to cross-sectional design.
8. Conduct minor language editing to improve clarity and consistency.
	







PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Please add more references from 2024-2026 such as:
https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-03-2025-0242
https://doi.org/10.58245/ipsi.tir.2602.04 
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings15060936 
	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript offers a timely and policy-relevant analysis of community readiness within a capital-relocation megaproject, integrating motivation, education, and skills under a smart governance framework. The application of Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling provides robust empirical insights into infrastructure utilization and socio-institutional preparedness in emerging urban transformation contexts.

The manuscript would benefit from engaging with prior literature on smart governance, community readiness, and digital inclusion in large-scale urban transformation projects, such as “Boosting Coordination and Employee Motivation in Mega-Project Sustainable Performance Through Quality Relationships: The Key Role of Quality Management System” and "Artificial Intelligence Driven Digital Transformation Mediating the Relationship Between Artificial Intelligence Readiness and Business Process Efficiency". Likewise incorporating “Integrated collaborative reflection model (ICRM) Part 1: role and process based conceptual study of collaborative reflection and collaborative knowledge building” and other similar studies on infrastructure adoption, citizen capability development, and governance-driven digital transitions would strengthen the theoretical grounding and position the study within broader discussions on inclusive and sustainable urban development. Further here are some minor corrections for improving this manuscript:
1. Clearly define the concept of “community readiness” and its measurement dimensions.
2. Provide stronger theoretical justification for using the ERG Theory framework.
3. Clarify the operationalization of education and skills constructs.
4. Expand details on sampling procedure and representativeness of respondents.
5. Report full model fit indices (e.g., CFI, RMSEA, SRMR) for AMOS analysis.
6. Elaborate on the practical implications for smart governance implementation.
7. Discuss potential endogeneity or causality limitations due to cross-sectional design.
8. Conduct minor language editing to improve clarity and consistency.



	




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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