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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.
	The paper titled on UPI and digital payment is very relevant for present financial behaviour in India.The study contributed to enhance the growing knowledge on digital payment with linking with sustainable development goals lead to economic development with digitalisation. 
	





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
	4 -Good 
The title is relevant as it clearly reflects the scope of the study .
	.

	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 -Good 

	

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

	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 -Good 

The background of study is good but can be strengthened by improving through additions such as recent developments concerning digital payment systems in India.
	

	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
	4 -Good 

The objectives are clear and easy to understand. adding simple hypotheses can make the study more focused and improve the clarity of analysis.
	

	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
	3-Satisfactory 

 The existing literature on UPI adoption does not sufficiently focus on the years 2018, 2019, and 2020, leading to a gap in understanding its early growth phase. Additionally, limited coverage of recent years up to 2024 
	

	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 -Good   
Clearly Defined

	

	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
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Satisfactory
Need to provide clearly distinguish between findings and interpretation
	

	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 -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
	3-Satisfactory

The discussion can be strengthened by explicitly linking findings with existing literature and theoretical perspectives
	.

	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
	3-Satisfactory

The conclusion is supported by data but addition of empirical insights and policy implications.
	

	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
	4 -Good 
The limitations are well covered and clearly explained. They appropriately reflect the scope and constraints of the study.

	

	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
	3-Satisfactory
The references are relevant to the study; but, they are limited in number. Adding more articles from reputed journals will strengthen the academic quality and support the analysis more effectively.
	

	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
	4 -Good 

The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language. The overall presentation is coherent and easy to follow
	.





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 
The title is relevant as it clearly reflects the scope of the study 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

The abstract is well-structured and incorporâtes the components, including background, objectives, méthodologies major findings, and implications. It provides a clear and concise overview of the study, ensuring completeness and enhancing the overall readability of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The study is scientifically sound in its approach and use of statistical analysis
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The number of references is limited. It is recommended to add more relevant references, particularly from reputed journals, to strengthen the study and provide better support for the analysis.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
The study is based on secondary data obtained from reliable and publicly available sources, and no ethical concerns are identified.

	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript has strong potential due to its relevant topic and use of authentic secondary data sources such as RBI and NPCI. However, it currently falls short in terms of literature depth, clarity in presenting findings and clear conclusion.
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