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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 topic at the intersection of quality management, stakeholder engagement, and renewable energy infrastructure performance in Kenya. The study attempts to integrate fragmented literature from project management, quality management, and energy social science into a single conceptual framework. Its emphasis on stakeholder engagement as a potential intervening mechanism is timely given the increasing investments in renewable energy projects across Africa. However, the contribution remains largely conceptual and interpretive, and stronger methodological rigor is required before the conclusions can be considered sufficiently robust for publication.

	




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 paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	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
	5
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. 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
The title accurately reflects the scope, variables, context, and review nature of the study.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially.
The abstract clearly presents the rationale, findings, and conclusions. However, it is overly long and dense. It should briefly describe the review process, including the number of studies reviewed and selection approach, to improve transparency.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO (requires improvement).
The manuscript demonstrates substantial scholarship but has several scientific concerns:
1. The review follows a narrative approach and explicitly rejects systematic review procedures, which limits reproducibility.
2. Several strong claims are made regarding the poor quality or unverifiable status of Kenyan literature without presenting sufficient evidence for such assessments.
3. The proposed conditional mediation framework is speculative and not empirically validated.
4. No formal quality assessment tool was applied to included studies, reducing transparency in evaluating evidence quality.
5. The review occasionally treats absence of evidence as evidence against mediation.


The manuscript is intellectually ambitious and generally well written. It presents an interesting synthesis and contributes a potentially useful conceptual framework. However, the review methodology lacks sufficient rigor for some of the strong conclusions reached. The exclusion of studies based on unverifiable outlet quality is presented as a major finding, yet the evaluation procedures used to determine outlet quality are insufficiently documented. The proposed conditional mediation model is conceptually plausible but remains largely speculative. I recommend Major Revision before publication.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with reservations.
The reference list is extensive, current, and highly relevant. However:
· Some citations are from 2025-2026 and should be carefully checked to ensure publication status and bibliographic accuracy.
· Greater inclusion of seminal systematic reviews and renewable energy project performance studies from developing countries would strengthen the review.
· The criteria used to judge outlet quality should be clearly defined and documented.

	

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

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

	No
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