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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 is important to the scientific community because it addresses one of the most persistent and practically significant challenges in project management: the frequent failure of projects to meet planned deadlines. Its value lies in moving beyond purely technical scheduling tools and offering a broader, integrative perspective that combines methodological, behavioral, psychological, leadership, and cultural dimensions of time management. Overall, the manuscript provides a useful conceptual synthesis that can support both future academic research and more effective project time-management practice across different sectors.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and well aligned with the paper’s content. It accurately reflects the manuscript’s focus on project time management and its integrative, human-centred perspective.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and well structured. It clearly presents the background, objectives, methods, key findings, and conclusions of the paper.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The keywords are appropriate, relevant to the manuscript’s core themes, and useful for indexing and discoverability. They cover both classical and contemporary aspects of project time management.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The background section is sufficient, logically structured, and clearly explains the practical and theoretical importance of the topic. It effectively introduces the persistent problem of schedule overruns and the need for a broader analytical perspective.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the objectives are explicitly stated and presented in a clear and systematic manner. The manuscript identifies four specific aims that guide the structure of the paper.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is relevant and directly supports the main argument of the paper. It integrates sources on scheduling theory, behavioural project management, leadership, and digital technologies in a coherent way.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is generally recent, with many sources from 2016–2025, which matches the stated review scope. However, a few foundational references are older, which is acceptable but slightly reduces the overall recency profile.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript explains the literature search methodology reasonably well by identifying the databases, search terms, timeframe, and selection logic. However, the methodology remains closer to a structured narrative review than a fully systematic review protocol.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Yes, the manuscript goes beyond summary and offers critical interpretation, especially regarding the limitations of deterministic scheduling and tool-only approaches. Still, some sections remain more synthetic than deeply critical.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the paper clearly identifies research gaps and outlines several future research directions, including empirical validation of the framework and cross-contextual studies.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are logically derived from the preceding discussion and are consistent with the evidence synthesized throughout the manuscript. The final argument effectively integrates the conceptual and practical insights of the review.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the manuscript explicitly acknowledges its limitations, including the narrative review design, possible selection bias, and the conceptual nature of the proposed framework.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The overall quality of references appears good, with many sources from recognized journals and established academic publishers. The reference list is relevant and mostly drawn from credible peer-reviewed or foundational scholarly sources.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the manuscript is written in clear, formal, and understandable academic language. The argumentation is coherent, and the text is easy to follow.
	



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 suitable because it clearly reflects the manuscript’s scope, focus, and conceptual orientation toward integrative and human-centred project time management.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The abstract is comprehensive because it clearly presents the background, objectives, methods, key findings, and conclusions of the study in a structured way.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor revision.
The manuscript is scientifically sound as a structured narrative review and presents a coherent conceptual argument supported by relevant literature. However, some claims would benefit from slightly deeper critical qualification and, where possible, stronger empirical substantiation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor improvement recommended.
The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include many recent sources from 2016–2025, alongside a few foundational works that are appropriate for the topic. A small improvement could be made by adding a few more recent empirical studies from the last 2–3 years, especially on AI-assisted scheduling and cross-cultural project environments.
	

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

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

	No.
At present, I do not see any clear ethical issues in the manuscript. It is a review-based conceptual paper, and there is no obvious indication of ethical misconduct in the presented content.
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Anatolii Semenov, Poltava State Agrarian University, Ukraine
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