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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.
	This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by offering empirical insights into consumer use of food labels in a developing country context. Using the Theory of Planned Behavior, it highlights the role of attitude and perceived control in shaping purchase intentions. The findings support policymakers and industry in improving label effectiveness, while advancing research on consumer decision-making and public health.
	














































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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and well-aligned with the study’s objectives, methodology, and context. It effectively reflects the key variables (behavioural intention, food labels), theoretical framework (Theory of Planned Behaviour), and geographical focus (Kathmandu, Nepal).

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and clearly presents the study’s objective, methodology, key findings, and practical implications. It effectively summarizes the research context, analytical approach, and major results, providing a complete overview of the study for readers.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and reflect the core concepts of the study, such as food labelling, behavioural intention, and the Theory of Planned Behaviour. However, they could be slightly improved by including more specific or standardized indexing terms (e.g., “consumer behaviour,” “nutrition labelling”) to enhance discoverability.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The background information is comprehensive, well-structured, and logically organized. It effectively establishes the research context, highlights the relevance of food labelling, and identifies the research gap. The integration of prior literature and theoretical foundation (TPB) provides strong justification for the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research objectives and hypotheses are clearly stated and logically derived from the theoretical framework. The use of the Theory of Planned Behaviour provides a strong conceptual basis, and each hypothesis is well-defined, specific, and aligned with the study’s variables.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and adequately supports the study by incorporating key theories and prior empirical findings, particularly related to the Theory of Planned Behavior and food labelling. However, it could be further strengthened by including more recent studies and high-impact journal references to enhance its contemporary relevance.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is appropriate and well-aligned with the study objectives. The use of a quantitative cross-sectional design, structured questionnaire, and PLS-SEM analysis is suitable for examining relationships among variables within the Theory of Planned Behavior framework. The methods are clearly described and scientifically sound.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Basic ethical considerations appear to be followed; however, explicit details regarding informed consent, confidentiality, and ethical approval are not clearly stated. Including a dedicated ethics statement would strengthen the transparency and credibility of the study.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The results are presented clearly and systematically, with appropriate use of tables, figures, and statistical analysis. The findings are well-organized, easy to interpret, and effectively linked to the research objectives and hypotheses.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables and figures are relevant and support the presentation of results effectively. They are generally clear and informative; however, minor improvements in formatting, labelling, and consistency could enhance readability and overall presentation quality.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion adequately relates the findings to existing literature and theoretical perspectives, particularly within the Theory of Planned Behavior framework. However, it could be strengthened by incorporating more critical comparison with recent studies and deeper analytical interpretation of similarities and differences.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are well-supported by the data and align closely with the study’s findings. The interpretations are consistent with the statistical results and effectively reflect the relationships identified among the key variables.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The study only partially addresses its limitations. While some constraints can be inferred (e.g., use of convenience sampling and cross-sectional design), a clearly articulated limitations section is lacking. Explicitly discussing methodological and contextual limitations would improve the study’s transparency and academic rigor.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are relevant and generally sufficient, covering key theoretical foundations and prior empirical studies related to the topic. However, the inclusion of more recent and high-impact journal articles would further strengthen the scholarly depth and contemporary relevance of the paper.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, with logical flow and coherence throughout. However, minor grammatical inconsistencies, repetitive phrasing, and occasional formatting issues could be improved to enhance readability and overall presentation quality.

	






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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic with a sound theoretical framework and appropriate methodology. The use of the Theory of Planned Behavior and PLS-SEM analysis adds rigor to the study. However, the paper would benefit from minor revisions, including clearer articulation of ethical considerations, a dedicated limitations section, and inclusion of more recent high-impact references. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revisions.
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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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