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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 practically relevant question: how strategic management practices relate to the competitiveness of major supermarket chains in Nairobi City County. The topic is timely because the study connects strategic planning, leadership, resource allocation, and market positioning with competitive outcomes in a highly contested retail environment. The use of primary survey data from Naivas, Quickmart, and Carrefour also gives the paper useful contextual relevance. However, the manuscript requires substantial methodological clarification and tighter alignment between the research design, sampling procedure, statistical analysis, and the conclusions 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
	4/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	2/5
	

	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
	4/5
	

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

	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


	3/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	2/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	3/5
	




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 identifies the principal variables, sector, and geographical setting. Nevertheless, the basis for selecting the three supermarkets is not explained in the title or methodology. The authors may consider retaining the current title but explicitly justify the selection of Naivas, Quickmart, and Carrefour.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	PARTLY. The abstract covers the purpose, variables, setting, sample, instrument, analysis, findings, and recommendations. However, it describes the study as using a 'descriptive research design' while reporting inferential regression analysis, and it states that respondents were selected using purposive sampling, whereas the methodology later describes cluster and simple random sampling. These inconsistencies should be corrected. Claims of 'influence' should also be used cautiously unless the design supports causal inference.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically plausible, but several issues need correction before the results can be considered fully reliable. Most importantly, the sampling procedure is inconsistent across sections; the regression coefficients are discussed without a corresponding coefficients table; the manuscript does not report regression assumptions such as multicollinearity, normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity; and the conclusions do not fully cover all four independent variables. The authors should also distinguish association from causation throughout the manuscript.
The manuscript addresses a relevant management problem and contains potentially useful empirical evidence, but I would not recommend acceptance in its present form. The principal concerns are repairable rather than fatal: inconsistent sampling descriptions (purposive vs. cluster/simple random), mismatch between the stated descriptive design and inferential regression analysis, insufficient reporting of regression diagnostics, absence of a regression coefficients table despite interpretation of coefficients, incomplete conclusions, and citation/reference inconsistencies. I recommend MAJOR REVISION. If the authors provide a transparent methodological account and re-check the statistical reporting, the manuscript could merit reconsideration.
	

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

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

	NO, not yet. The reference list is reasonably broad, but the manuscript needs a careful reconciliation of in-text citations and the reference list. Several works cited in the text do not appear to be listed in the references, while some theoretical sources mentioned in the text are also absent. For example, Boal and Hooijberg (2001), Doz and Kosonen (2008), and Teece, Pisano, and Shuen (1990) are invoked in the theoretical discussion but are not represented consistently in the reference list. The authors should conduct a complete citation audit and verify bibliographic accuracy and DOI information.
	

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

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

	NO major ethical problem is evident from the manuscript. The authors state that graduate-school approval and a NACOSTI permit were obtained and that informed consent, confidentiality, anonymity, privacy, and voluntary participation were considered. Nevertheless, the manuscript would be stronger if it stated the relevant approval/permit identifier or institutional ethics reference, where disclosure is permitted.
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