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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 relevant to the timeliness and significance of the current research gap, which is the impact of the implementation of Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) on the performance of the smallholder tea factories in Bomet and Kericho Counties in Kenya. The literature on agricultural technology adoption has mainly been conducted at large scale enterprises and non-African settings, which makes this study to contribute to the understanding of the impacts of ERP in small-scale agro-industrial settings in Sub-Saharan Africa. The results on system integration and data migration as key performance drivers provide policy action points, KTDA management and rural factory operators to enhance operating efficiency and competitiveness. The study also enriches the interdisciplinary discussion on technology adoption and organizational performance in an agricultural ERP context, extending the theoretical application of RBV, TAM, and DOI theories to the adoption of ERP in agriculture.
	



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
	2NO. 
The abstract has a factual error saying that change management is important, but the p-value of 0.120 shows otherwise. It is too long, contains an inappropriate recommendation (too much for an abstract), lists the sample size three times, and contains some grammatical errors. The abstract should be revised to make it short, precise and without any recommendation.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	

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

	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


	2
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	



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.

	2YES. The title is clear, specific, and appropriately reflects the scope of the study.
	

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

	3
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. There are a number of scientific concerns: (1) The abstract incorrectly reports that change management had a significant impact contradicting the regression results (p=0.120); (2) The SPSS output table is labeled as "Tests of Between-Subjects Effects" which is ANOVA/ANCOVA terminology, not the standard regression output, raising the possibility of mislabeling the statistical procedure; (3) The contradictory correlation (r=.773) vs regression coefficient (B=-0.059) for user awareness is not adequately explained; (4) Two key theoretical references (Davis, 1989 for TAM; Rogers, 1962 for DOI) are missing from the reference list; (5) No study limitations are discussed.
	

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

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

	NO. The reference list is missing several critical references that are cited in the text, such as Davis (1989), Rogers (1962), Samole (2014), Walker (2018), Pyoko et al. (2023), Business Daily (2021), and Wambas (2023). There are various references that are dated (2018-2019) and more recent ERP literature (2022-2024) should be included. Formatting of citations is inconsistent throughout and not always APA.
	

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

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

	NO major ethical violations are found. There is no mention, however, of informed consent, data confidentiality, or institutional review board approval in the methodology section of the manuscript; these should be added.
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