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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 addresses a significant gap in the literature by empirically examining the relationship between internal control systems and financial performance specifically within the non-governmental organization (NGO) sector in Kenya. While extensive research exists for corporate and public sectors, NGOs remain under-studied despite their critical role in developing economies, contributing approximately 5% to Kenya's GDP. The study's robust methodological approach, including a large stratified sample (n=275, 73.9% response rate) and comprehensive regression analysis (R² = 0.755), provides credible, generalizable findings. The focus on four COSO-aligned internal control dimensions (control environment, risk assessment, control procedures, and continuous monitoring) offers a replicable framework for similar studies in other developing country contexts. The findings have significant practical implications for NGO donors, boards, regulators (NGO Coordination Board), and managers seeking to strengthen financial accountability and sustainability in a sector often plagued by governance weaknesses and donor dependency.
	




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
	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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
	4
	

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

	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


	5
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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, with minor suggestion. The title is clear and descriptive. However, the phrase "IN KENYA, NAIROBI" is grammatically awkward. Suggestion: Revise to "IN NAIROBI, KENYA" or "IN KENYA: A STUDY OF NAIROBI COUNTY" for better clarity and flow.
	

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

	Yes, but could be strengthened. The abstract covers the problem, objectives, methods, and general findings. However, it lacks specific statistical results that would demonstrate the strength of the findings. Suggestion: Add 2-3 key statistics, such as "R² = 0.755," "control procedures had the strongest effect (β = 0.314, p < .001)," and "75.5% of variance in financial performance explained by the four control dimensions."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, largely. The methodology is rigorous: explanatory cross-sectional design, Yamane formula for sample size (n=372), stratified sampling, reliability testing (Cronbach's α > 0.7), comprehensive diagnostic tests (multicollinearity VIF < 5, normality Shapiro-Wilk p > .05, heteroscedasticity Breusch-Pagan p > .05), and multiple regression analysis. The main scientific weakness is that the Discussion section merely restates results rather than deeply comparing or contrasting with prior literature or explaining unexpected findings 
	

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

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

	YES. The reference list is comprehensive with over 60 sources. It includes classic theoretical works (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Freeman, 1984; COSO framework) and recent empirical studies (2018-2022). Key recent references (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Field, 2018; Hair et al., 2019) are appropriately current. The inclusion of Kenya-specific sources (NGO Coordination Board, 2020; Kimathi, 2018) is particularly valuable.
	

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

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

	NO. The manuscript explicitly addresses ethical considerations. It states that ethical approval was obtained from Kenyatta University and NACOSTI (National Commission for Science, Technology and Innovation).
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