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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important issue concerning corporate governance and organizational performance within the commercial banking sector in Kenya. The focus on shareholder rights provides a potentially useful contextual contribution, particularly because the study examines commercial banks operating within Kisumu County. The topic is relevant to bank managers, shareholders, regulators and researchers interested in governance and organizational performance. However, the manuscript requires substantial methodological and statistical clarification before its contribution can be assessed with confidence.
	



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
	3
	

	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
	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
	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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.

	NO / Needs revision
The title is relevant to the broad research area, but it does not accurately reflect the specific empirical focus of the manuscript, which is primarily shareholder rights. The authors should consider narrowing the title or expanding the objectives and analysis so that the title, objectives, variables and findings are fully aligned.

	

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

	YES, with minor revision
The abstract provides the background, objective, methodology, sample, major finding and recommendations. However, the statistical information should be checked against the final verified analysis, particularly the reported regression statistics.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO — major revision required
The manuscript has a generally logical research structure; however, important statistical inconsistencies require verification. In particular, the relationship between the reported R and R² values in Table 5 should be checked, and the reported ANOVA F and significance values should be verified against the original statistical output. 

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and contains potentially useful empirical evidence. However, I recommend major revision before publication. My principal concern is the apparent inconsistency in the statistical reporting, especially the reported R and R² values and the ANOVA significance level. These results should be checked against the original statistical software output. In addition, the manuscript needs better alignment among the title, general and specific objectives, variables, theoretical framework and conclusions. A distinct discussion section and a clear limitations section should also be added. Subject to satisfactory correction of these issues and a thorough methodological revision, the manuscript could become suitable for further consideration.

	

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

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

	NO
The manuscript contains a reasonably large number of references, but the literature review should incorporate more recent and directly relevant studies, particularly research specifically addressing shareholder rights, corporate governance and commercial banking in Kenya/Africa. Bibliographic details should also be carefully verified for accuracy and consistency.

	

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

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

	NO
No major ethical concern is apparent from the manuscript. The authors state that authorization and research permits were obtained, informed consent was provided, participation was voluntary and confidentiality was maintained.
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