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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 topic is important for the current scientific and economic community. Being concerned with finance and budget considerations applicable to the construction management, it applies to every field of civil and structural engineering. It is also being worked in conjunction with modern measurement and analysis methods depicted in the paper. Improving management in engineering is a general concern for every engineer and business.
	





	PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear and understandable. Preference is given to titles being in title case.
	

	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
	The abstract is well-written and comprehensive. It encompasses correctly the focussing of the study. The delimitations are also clearly communicated in the title and in the abstract/introduction.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords should follow the format abbreviation: full form
The section on keywords is incomplete. Terms like MEP, AR, VR should be included. A thorough check of missed out keywords is recommendable. This will render the paper readable even to those with lesser knowledge in construction engineering.

	

	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
	The background study is well applicable to the type of study. It remains possible to include more of the relevant background information towards this study as the background study appears to be significantly shorter than expected. 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	These are well stated in sections 1.2 and 1.3. An observation remains that after section 1.3 a section could be introduced on limitations of the study and then another section on assumptions considered in this study. 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The range of coverage of research in scopus, web of science, etc  is well appreciated. The contents are presented as relevant using the Prisma flow diagram.  
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	As per the references, the papers consulted are considered very recent.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It is well explained in section 2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	In its place a discussion is presented in section 4. It can be accepted.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, it is covered in the last sentence of the conclusion. It is somewhat very short. It could be elaborated upon.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the conclusions is logically reached to. However with the sentence “The results indicate that the mixed reality may facilitate”, the word “may” indicate a lack of assertions in the conclusion. Usually more assertive conclusions to be reached to even for a survey paper.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	A section consisting of limitations is not presented. However, in each section, a relevant note on limitations concerned have been portrayed. It can be accepted.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Very good, well consistently written throughout. And sources are also recent.
	

	14. 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
	The level of English language is very good. No verb, vocabulary mistakes detected. Also English standard UK is well and consistently applied.
	









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 well formulated. It should be in title case.
	

	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 relevant for the purpose of the study
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the paper appears to be mostly a survey paper. It is accepted as one type of scientific paper. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. References are good
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