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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 an important issue in public sector project management by exploring how project scope management influences the success of automation projects. It provides valuable evidence from the Kenya Revenue Authority, adding to the limited research on project management practices in public sector digital transformation, particularly in developing countries. The findings can inform future research and help practitioners improve project planning, stakeholder engagement, and scope management. After addressing the identified methodological and reporting issues, the study has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to both the academic literature and project management practice.
	



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
	The title clearly reflects the study's focus, variables, and context. It is specific and informative.
5 = Excellent

	

	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
	The abstract summarizes the study well by presenting the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. However, the statistical findings reported in the abstract should be aligned with those presented in the results section.

4 = Good

	

	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 selected keywords accurately represent the main concepts of the study and are useful for indexing.

5 = Excellent

	

	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 introduction provides adequate context and explains the problem clearly. Some sections could be more concise, and a few references require verification.

4 = Good

	

	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 study objectives and research questions are clearly stated and logically follow from the problem statement.

5 = Excellent

	

	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 reviewed is generally relevant but lacks critical analysis. More recent and high-quality studies should be incorporated, and some references appear only loosely connected to the discussion.

3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 methodology is appropriate for the study objectives. Nevertheless, the manuscript would be stronger if it reported instrument reliability, validity, and regression diagnostic tests.

4 = Good

	

	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 approval is mentioned, but the manuscript provides little information about informed consent, confidentiality, and participant protection procedures.

3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 organized, but there are inconsistencies between the tables, abstract, discussion, and conclusion regarding statistical significance and regression results. These need to be corrected.

2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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


	The tables are relevant and support the findings, although formatting could be improved for easier reading.

4 = Good

	

	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 compares the findings with previous studies, but it could provide deeper interpretation and explain differences from earlier research.

3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 only partly supported because of inconsistencies in the reported statistical findings.

2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	The study openly acknowledges its limitations, which strengthens the credibility of the research.

5 = Excellent
	

	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
	The number of references is adequate, but several should be checked for relevance and accuracy. More recent literature would improve the manuscript.

3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 understandable but requires careful editing to improve grammar, sentence structure, and overall readability.

3 = Satisfactory
	



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 clear, specific, and accurately 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.

	Yes.
The abstract includes the essential elements of the study. However, the statistical findings should be revised to ensure consistency with those presented in the results section
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No.
Suggestions for improvement
The manuscript requires several scientific revisions before it can be considered for publication.
· Verify and correct the inconsistencies between the abstract, results, discussion, and conclusion.
· Ensure that all regression coefficients, p-values, and R² values are reported consistently throughout the manuscript.
· Include evidence of instrument reliability and validity.
· Report regression assumptions and diagnostic tests.
· Explain how responses from participants involved in the same projects were handled during analysis.
· Revisit the interpretation of the statistical findings to ensure they accurately reflect the analysis.
This manuscript addresses an important topic and has the potential to contribute to the literature on public sector project management. The study is well structured, with clear objectives and an appropriate methodology. However, there are inconsistencies in the statistical results reported across different sections of the manuscript that should be resolved. The literature review could be strengthened with more recent and relevant references, and the manuscript would benefit from careful language editing to improve clarity and readability. Overall, the paper has merit but requires major revision before it is suitable for publication



	

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

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

	No.
Suggestions for improvement
Although the manuscript cites an adequate number of sources, several references appear unrelated to the statements they support. The authors should verify all citations, remove irrelevant references, and include more recent studies published in reputable project management and information systems journals.

	

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

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

	Yes (Minor).
While ethical approval was obtained from the relevant institutions, the manuscript should also explain:
· how informed consent was obtained;
· how participant confidentiality and anonymity were maintained;
· whether participation was voluntary; and
· how the collected data were securely managed.
Including these details would improve transparency.
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