
Review Form (Research)

	Journal Name:
	Asian Basic and Applied Research Journal

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ABAARJ_2517

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	[bookmark: _8983kuv2szjr]CORPORATE GOVERNANCE ATTRIBUTES AND TAX PLANNING AMONG CONSTRUCTION AND ALLIED FIRMS LISTED ON THE NAIROBI SECURITIES EXCHANGE, KENYA

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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 not only contributes to scientific literature, but also of a policy nature through detailed sector-related contextualization of listed construction and related companies on the Nairobi Securities Exchange while addressing an under-researched context in other studies alluding to the subject matter. By integrating several theoretical perspectives, in particular agency theory and optimal corporate taxation theory, this study contributes to a multidimensional understanding of the relationship between the governance mechanism and tax behaviour in the context of time-sensitive emerging economies. Prachi Gupta (2017) and Arash Haq et al. (2024) present an empirical application of panel data (2014-2024) to reinforce robustness and relevance, examining opaque tax planning mediated through board independence, ownership concentration & audit committee efficiency. Most importantly, the study provides useful insights for regulators and firms (with a focus on developing economies), offering guidance on where to strengthen governance structures that can potentially lead to enhanced tax efficiency, lower tax avoidance, and higher levels of financial sustainability over the longer term.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	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.
	Yes
	

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

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

	No
	


PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Tax planning has a direct impact on tax revenues, companies' after-tax cash flows, and other various social benefits; hence, it is an essential topic of research whose relationship with corporate governance characteristics in NSE-listed construction and allied sectors remains unexamined. The study is rooted in theory and employs a sound empirical strategy, thereby generating results relevant to both academia and policy-making.
Absolutely, there is much to improve on for any published work. We suggest that the authors clarify in this manuscript exactly what the gap being addressed is and integrate their literature review rather than simply providing a list of studies. Improvement in methodological rigour can be achieved by providing a thorough explanation of the chosen panel model and by including diagnostic tests (e.g., multicollinearity, heteroskedasticity, and robustness checks). Also, the numbering of hypotheses is not consistent and there are some structural errors which need to be addressed as outlined below. The paper has one serious limitation: it does not explicitly state a limitations section.
Also, the language has to be properly edited by a professional for clarity, to limit redundancy, and to ensure grammatical correctness. The manuscript’s scholarly contribution could therefore still be made much stronger through deeper critical comparison with extant literature.
In conclusion, the study is promising, but will require minor to moderate revision before being accepted for publication.
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