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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.
	In the current scenario industrial sector contributes around 20 percent to the GSDP of Karnataka. Based on this I would say with service sector, industrial sector plays a pivotal role in Karnataka’s economic growth. And in near future industrial sector will be the dominant sector, specifically a state like Karnataka. So, I would like to say there is a great relevance of this study for Karnataka as well as for India.
	



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
	2= “Needs Improvement”
	

	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
	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
	4= “Good”
	

	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
	2 = “Needs Improvement”
	

	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
	2 = “Needs Improvement”
	

	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
	2 = “Needs Improvement”
	

	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
	2 = “Needs Improvement”
	

	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
	2 = “Needs Improvement”
	

	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
	3 = “Satisfactory”
	

	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
	I didn’t get any discussion section mentioned in the manuscript
	

	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
	Yes, 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	Yes, 3= Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = “Needs Improvement”
	

	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
	






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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


1. First the title is very broad and based on the title, work is not completed, So I would like to suggest, to specialise.
2. Abstract Portion is satisfactory but still I would suggest to have an extended abstract.
3. In the introduction part, if we are writing something we have to ad intext citation.
4. In the first objective only growth of industries should not be an objective. You have to identify the factors responsible for industrial growth in Karnataka and also you can categorize them. And in the second objective with the existing variables you can add “Industrial Gross State Value Added” as a proxy for industrial growth instead of others.
5. The author hasn’t done “Thematic Review” simply has done linear review so, I would suggest to do the thematic review.
6. The methodology not clearly mentioned regarding the choice of the base year (2020), particularly why the analysis begins from 2020. As we all know during 2020 the “COVID-19” pandemic started picked up, the growth rates observed during this period may not be significant because of unexpected economic disruptions. Relying solely on data from this period, without comparing it to pre-pandemic years, may not provide a reliable or representative picture of industrial growth dynamics. So, I would like to suggest, to include data from earlier years to ensure a balanced and meaningful analysis.
7. You can do some time series econometric analysis to substantiate your descriptive analysis and with annual growth rate you can estimate the compound annual growth rate as well.
8. In the title part you have used “industrial growth” but in methodology part you have used “industrial development” I am bit confused when your title is in concern. If you have used industrial growth and industrial development as synonym then please clarify.
9. In result part I didn’t get any answer to “why”. I mean if investment and turnover have declined over time what are the possible reason, specific to Karnataka.
10. Discussion part needs to be added.
11. Limitations has been discussed under the “Scope of the Research” but it needed to be added separately otherwise under the methodology section.
12. References are Relevant but not sufficient add more relevant references.
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	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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