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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 addresses a critical but under-researched issue: the employability skills and career preparedness of college students in a specific Indian state (Nagaland). By providing empirical data from a region where such studies are scarce, the paper fills an important gap in the literature on graduate employability in developing economies. The finding of a moderate positive correlation between employability skills and career preparedness (r = 0.64) reinforces the need for skill‑based curricula and career guidance. Moreover, the study offers actionable insights for educators and policymakers in similar North‑Eastern Indian contexts, thereby contributing to the broader discourse on higher education and labour market alignment.
	



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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	



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, it is clear, specific, and reflects the content accurately.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly yes. However, the abstract could briefly mention the sample size and the key statistical result (r = 0.64) more explicitly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Generally yes. The methodology (descriptive + Pearson correlation) is appropriate for the research questions. One concern: convenience sampling and self‑reported Likert data may introduce bias, but this is acknowledged in limitations.
	

	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 (19) is adequate, and key classics are included. However, most references are from before 2020 (only Jackson & Tomlinson 2020 and Clarke 2018 are relatively recent). Adding 2‑3 recent (2021‑2025) studies on employability in South Asia would strengthen the literature review.
	

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

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

	YES – minor issue. The manuscript does not explicitly state that informed consent was obtained from participants, nor does it mention ethics committee approval or adherence to data protection norms. For an online survey, such a statement is expected. The authors should add a sentence in Section 3 (Methodology) confirming ethical practices.
	



PART 3


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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is generally sound and suitable for publication after minor revisions. The main strengths are its relevance to a less‑studied region, clear objectives, and appropriate statistical analysis.
Suggestions for improvement (to be passed to authors):
1. Add a brief ethics statement (informed consent, voluntary participation, anonymity).
2. Update the literature review with 2‑3 recent (post‑2020) references on employability in the Indian context.
3. Clarify in the discussion why the mean scores (3.47 and 3.41) are described as “moderately high” – they are only slightly above the neutral midpoint (3.0). Rephrase to “moderate” or “slightly above average”.
4. Correct minor language issues (e.g., “p < 0. 01” has an extra space; “the study however does not come without its limitations” is awkward).
Overall, the paper makes a useful empirical contribution.
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