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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 contributes to the understanding of digital connectivity in the Halal ecosystem and its role in strengthening Halal food value chains. The comparative analysis provides useful insights for policymakers, researchers, and industry stakeholders, particularly in supporting Vietnam's Halal industry development. The findings also offer a valuable foundation for future research on digital Halal governance, traceability, and cross-border certification interoperability.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4 – Title is clear and informative and reflects the scope and objective of the study
	

	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: The abstract summarizes the study well. Consider briefly highlighting the main contribution and practical implications of the findings.
	

	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; appropriate use of keywords.
	

	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
	3: provides sufficient background and clearly explains the research problem and objectives. Consider strengthening the research gap slightly.
	

	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
	3: The RO was clearly stated in the introduction and abstract. The manuscript does not present the RO in a separate subsection. Kindly present them in a dedicated subsection
	

	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
	4: The LR is generally current and relevant. But it is predominantly descriptive and narrative rather than analytical or critical – very limited critical synthesis of academic literature.

The manuscript refers to relevant laws, standards, and regulations; however, the discussion remains largely superficial and descriptive. Where the study claims to review legal provisions and regulatory frameworks, these sources should be critically analysed by examining their scope, effectiveness, limitations, inconsistencies, and practical implications. A deeper legal analysis would significantly strengthen the manuscript’s scholarly contribution.




	

	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
	3: The methodology is appropriate for the study. Consider providing a brief justification for selecting the three case countries.
	

	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
	
There is no ethical issues in this study
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4.The findings are clearly presented and well discussed. Consider including a clearer comparison of the three countries' key strengths and limitations.
	

	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


	yes
	

	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. The discussion adequately explains the findings; however, it mainly restates the results rather than critically interpreting them. The authors are encouraged to relate their findings more explicitly to existing literature and discuss how the study confirms, extends, or differs from previous research.

	

	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
	3. The conclusion effectively summarizes the main findings and practical implications. A brief statement on the study's limitations and future research directions would improve this section. 

	

	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
	2. The limitations of the study have not been discussed
	

	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.The references are comprehensive and relevant. Please ensure that all references follow the journal's formatting style consistently.
	

	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. Yes 
	




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.

	Title is clear and informative and reflects the scope and objective of the study
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract summarizes the study well. Consider briefly highlighting the main contribution and practical implications of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	The references are comprehensive and relevant. Please ensure that all references follow the journal's formatting style consistently.
	

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

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

	NO
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