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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 and relevant issue concerning the relationship between electronic payment systems and the profitability of commercial banks in Nairobi City County, Kenya. The focus on ATM, mobile banking and internet banking is timely given the continued digital transformation of banking services. The study also attempts to connect electronic payment technologies with bank profitability using empirical data from commercial banks. However, the manuscript requires substantial methodological and statistical clarification before its findings can be considered reliable and suitable 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 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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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


	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	



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 and reflects the main variables and geographical context of the study. However, the authors should ensure that the wording of the title remains consistent with the actual research design and the way profitability is measured.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	NO – Revision required.
The abstract covers the objectives, methodology, reliability and general findings, but several statements need clarification. In particular, the abstract reports a sample of 157 respondents, whereas the regression output later appears to be based on 35 observations. The authors should reconcile this discrepancy and clearly state how profitability/ROA was measured. The abstract should also report the principal regression statistics consistently with the results section.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO – Major revision required.
The main concern is the internal consistency of the methodology and statistical analysis. The manuscript reports a sample size of 157, but the ANOVA table shows total degrees of freedom of 34, which corresponds to 35 observations in a standard regression model. This is a substantial issue that must be clarified using the original dataset and statistical output.
There is also an inconsistency in the description of the target population. The manuscript states that three banks and six respondents from each bank/role arrangement resulted in a population of 258 respondents. The arithmetic and description of the sampling frame are not sufficiently clear and should be corrected.
The authors should also explain how ROA was operationalized. If ROA was obtained from respondents through a questionnaire, the authors should not present it as an objective financial ratio without explaining the measurement procedure. If actual bank-level ROA data were used, the source, period and method of integration with questionnaire data should be reported.
The regression model, diagnostic tests and statistical assumptions also require fuller reporting. re write in a short form

	

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

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

	NO - Revision required.
The manuscript includes several relatively recent references, but the literature review would benefit from more authoritative and directly relevant empirical studies, particularly recent studies on electronic payment systems and bank profitability in Kenya and comparable African banking markets.
The reference list also requires careful technical checking for accuracy, consistency and bibliographic details. Some theoretical citations appear inconsistent. For example, the manuscript refers to Rogers (2003) in relation to Innovation Diffusion Theory, but the reference listed for Rogers is The World According to Mister Rogers, which does not correspond to the theoretical work being discussed. This should be corrected.

	

	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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