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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 article makes an important contribution to the literature on corporate governance in emerging markets. Using 11 years of panel data (2014–2024) and the GMM method, this study provides the latest evidence on the effectiveness of audit committees in reducing earnings management practices. The focus on Nigeria is relevant because the regulatory context (NCCG 2018, CAMA 2020) is still relatively new, so the findings of this study can serve as a reference for regulators, investors, and academics.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	It's clear and matches.
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
	It's already comprehensive, but it needs to be condensed to focus more on the main findings and practical implications.
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
	The keywords are appropriate, comprehensive, and useful for indexing and retrieval.
5
	

	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
	The background information is sufficient and well organized, but could be streamlined and slightly sharpened to improve clarity and focus.
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
	The research objectives and hypotheses are clearly stated, logically derived, and well connected to theory and prior literature.
5
	

	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
	The literature review is relevant and up to date, but could be improved by tightening the synthesis and adding a few more recent global references for stronger positioning.
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
	The research methodology is highly appropriate, well justified, and robustly executed.
5
	

	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
	Ethical issues are properly addressed, with no concerns applicable to this type of study.
5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are presented clearly, but presentation could be streamlined and supported with summary visuals for better accessibility
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


	Tables and figures are clear, relevant, and necessary, but presentation could be streamlined and supplemented with summary visuals for better readability
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
	The discussion relates findings to existing literature well, but could be sharpened with deeper synthesis and stronger emphasis on contribution and implications.
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
	The conclusions are supported by the data, but could be sharpened with more concise phrasing and stronger emphasis on implications and limitations.
4
	

	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
	Limitations are discussed, but not comprehensively or in a structured way.
3
	

	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
	References are relevant and sufficient, but the paper would benefit from adding a few more recent international sources and sharpening the analytical integration.
4
	

	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
	The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, but readability could be improved by shortening long sentences and reducing redundancy.
4
	



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 and effective.
	

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

	YES. The abstract is comprehensive, but readability and impact could be improved by condensing technical details and highlighting contributions more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically correct, with only minor clarifications needed.
	

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

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

	YES. The references in the manuscript are sufficient in number and include recent sources (2022–2025), covering both Nigerian and international studies. They adequately support the theoretical framework and empirical context.
	

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

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

	NO. There are no direct ethical issues in this manuscript since it uses secondary data from audited annual reports of listed firms, which are publicly available and regulated. No human participants, personal data, or experimental interventions are involved, so risks related to confidentiality, consent, or harm do not apply.
	


Reviewer details:
. Widaryanti, Sekolah Tinggi Ilmu Ekonomi Pelita Nusantara, Indonesia



Page 4 of 4
V240326


