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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 provides a valuable empirical contribution to the field of human resource management and higher education by examining the influence od reward practices on academic staff performance within private universities in Nairobi City County, Kenya. The study offers evidence-based insights into how strategic reward mechanisms can enhance institutional productivity and academic excellence. The findings have significant implications to policymakers and university administrators seeking to develop sustainable performance management frameworks that align employee motivation with institutional goals. Likewise, the study addresses a notable research gap in the context of developing economies, thereby enriching global discourse on academic workforce performance and organizational effectiveness in higher education institutions. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, descriptive, and aligned with the study’s objective. However, it reads as a thesis-style title rather than journal article. I suggest to change in to “Influence  of Reward Practices on Academic Staff Performance: An Empirical Analysis of Private Universities in Kenya”. It emphasizes causality and signals and empirical study. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is informative and detailed, but it reads more like a mini summary of the entire paper rather than a concise, journal-standard abstract. Here are my suggestions: 
1. Delete or condense long background section. 

2. Clarify research design and sample

3. Include key quantitative results (R², significant variables) 

4. End with clear practical and theoretical implications

5. Keep length within 200-250m  words
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript generally sound and scientifically correct. The theoretical framework is well grounded, drawing from established motivation and human capital theories, though it could be refined by focusing on the most relevant models. Overall, the statistical analyses, interpretations, and conclusions are valid and consistent with the data presented. Minor enhancements- such as reporting reliability coefficient, elaborating on the insignificance of job recognition, and acknowledging study limitations – would further strengthen the paper’s scientific rigor and clarity. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript demonstrates a broad and relevant range of references, drawing from both classic theoretical works. The reference list is relevant, sufficient, and partially up-to-date, encompassing key theoretical and empirical sources related to reward practices and staff performance. Nonetheless, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent (2020-2024) peer-reviewed studies and international comparative literature to broaden its scholarly impact. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript demonstrates a good command of English and effectively conveys the research objectives, methods, and findings. The tone is formal and academic, which suits scholarly writing. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Ronald Reagan T. Alonzo, Bulacan Agricultural State College, Philippines

Created by: EA
              Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO
   
Version: 3(07-07-2024)


