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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 is important for the scientific community as it   provides   a   comprehensive   and   updated   empirical
assessment of GST performance in India using recent data and econometric modeling. By integrating fiscal federalism perspectives with regression analysis, the study contributes to  a  deeper understanding of  how  tax  reforms  influence
revenue generation and intergovernmental fiscal dynamics. It
also offers valuable insights into the relationship between GST collections and key macroeconomic variables such as GDP, consumption, and compliance. Furthermore, the findings can serve as a useful reference for policymakers and researchers in evaluating tax system efficiency and designing more effective fiscal policies in emerging economies.
	






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 = Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and highly informative. It explicitly states the study period (2017–2026), the geographical context (India), and the analytical focus (fiscal federalism and revenue performance). This allows readers to immediately understand the scope and contribution of the research without ambiguity.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
The abstract is generally comprehensive as it outlines the background, objective,  key  variables, and  methodological approach  of  the  study.  It  also  highlights  important  data trends and the research gap. However, it could be improved by more clearly stating the main findings and specific contributions of the study to enhance its completeness.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor
The manuscript does not provide any keywords, which is a critical component of a scientific article. Keywords are essential for indexing, search ability, and helping readers quickly identify the main topics of the study. Their absence significantly reduces the visibility and accessibility of the research.
	

	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 is comprehensive and provides strong context on GST and fiscal federalism. However, the organization can be improved for better flow and clarity.
	

	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 and hypotheses are clearly stated, but minor language refinement and consistency would improve clarity.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
The literature review is relevant, recent, and covers multiple perspectives, including fiscal  federalism,  compliance, and revenue performance
	

	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
The methodology is appropriate (quantitative, regression, secondary data), but the very small sample size (N=7) weakens robustness.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
Ethical considerations are adequately addressed with a clear competing interests disclaimer, and the study uses secondary data.
	

	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
Results are presented with relevant statistics, but clarity is reduced due to language issues and some inconsistent 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
Tables  and  figures  are  relevant  and  necessary,  though formatting and labeling could be improved for readability.
	

	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
There is some connection to prior studies, but the discussion is not deeply integrated with the literature.
	

	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 = Good
Conclusions are generally supported, but some claims (e.g., “perfect relationship”) should be interpreted more cautiously due to sample limitations.
	

	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
Limitations  are  acknowledged  (especially  small  sample size), but could be expanded further.
	

	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 = Excellent
The references are numerous, relevant, and include recent publications.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript contains multiple grammatical errors, awkward  phrasing,  and  inconsistencies  that  affect readability. Professional language editing is strongly recommended.
	





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
	YES
	




	suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestion: The abstract should clearly include the main findings and key quantitative results, as well as a more concise statement of the study’s contribution. Currently, it focuses more on background and methodology than outcomes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestion: The manuscript needs improvement in statistical interpretation and methodological rigor, particularly  due  to  the  very  small  sample  size  (N=7),
which leads to overfitting and unreliable inference (e.g.,
perfect correlations and very high R²). The authors should either expand the dataset or apply more appropriate analytical techniques and interpret results more cautiously.
	

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

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

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
	





PART 3

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript has a strong and relevant topic, updated data, and a solid conceptual foundation. However, there are significant weaknesses in methodological robustness (very small sample size, overfitting), clarity of results,  and  language  quality.  These  issues  are  substantial  enough  to require major improvements before the paper can be considered for publication, but they are still repairable.
	





Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk226986232][bookmark: _GoBack]Firdaus, University Muhammadiyah Semarang, Indonesia
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