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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

Line 28-The systems appears to be more 

accommodative to the blind, any benefit to the deaf, 

the handicapped, etc? If this is to be presented as the 

benefit to be derived from the technology there is a 

need to put an all-encompassing strong argument to 

be supported by empirical evidence.   

 

Line 48-aurhors should be changed to authors. 

 

Lines 202, 203, 223,233,239-The discussion need to 

be thoroughly worked out.  Present answers to the 

fundamental question, “so what?”  Highlight both the 

theoretical and practical implications of your 

findings in light of the previous studies you have 

identified. This is the chance to bring out the novelty 

of your study. 

Lines 242-252- I could not find the relevance of the 

statistics presented. Perhaps you should give a clear 

link between the statistics and you proposed 

technology.  For example if you say 48% use PDA 

devices, how is that going to impact on your 

technology?  

Lines 257-263: The conclusion is too brief to be 

meaningful to any reader. For example, in the case of 

line 259, I personally feel that the results presented 

in this paper are sufficient to make that conclusion.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Somewhere in the manuscript, mention should have been 

made of the costs of this technology. One can present 

such a technology and its benefits but if there is no 
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mention of what it is likely to cost the end-user then the 

work is incomplete. 

 

Issues of security features attached to the technology 

should also be discussed. Banking technologies are highly 

targeted by hackers, phishers, etc, it will be valuable to 

include the security measures against these, whether 

existing or proposed. 

Optional/General comments 
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