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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 paper performs reasonably well in highlighting the correlation and linear relationship between regulatory compliance and service delivery in Uganda's energy industry. However, from an overall perspective, there are deficiencies in the writing rigor of the paper. The accuracy and standardization of some aspects in the argumentation process need to be improved. Meanwhile, the paper lacks logicality in its structure, and the connections and progressions among various parts are not tight enough, which affects the coherence and persuasiveness of the argumentation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the paper is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	1. This abstract comprehensively covers core elements such as the research purpose, object, theory, method and results, and clearly expounds on the exploration of the impact of regulatory compliance on the service delivery of Uganda Electricity Distribution Company Limited.
2. It is recommended to supplement the research background, such as problems in service delivery in Uganda's energy industry or changes in the regulatory environment, to make the necessity of the research more explicit.
3. The details of the research method should also be refined, including the reasons for the selection of sampling techniques, the basis for the sample size, as well as optimizing the presentation of research results, explaining the practical significance of the numerical values to enhance the readability for readers.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. The literature cited in the introduction part of the paper is all prior to 2020, resulting in insufficient alignment with the current research practice. It is recommended to conduct an extensive search for relevant literature in the past three to five years, particularly the cutting - edge findings in the area of regulatory compliance and service delivery within Uganda's energy industry. This is to keep pace with academic trends and enhance the timeliness and relevance of the literature review. 

2. The analysis of the regulatory status in developed and developing regions in the literature review has a tenuous logical connection with Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. The logical link therein should be strengthened to improve the rigor of the argumentation. 

3. The paper presents Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2, yet fails to discuss them correspondingly one by one during the analysis process. It is advisable to clarify the conclusion of the paper first and then carry out an in - depth analysis to enhance the rigor of the argumentation. 

4. 4. The paper sets two hypotheses but only arrives at one conclusion, and the recommendation section does not expound on dimensions such as employee awareness. The conclusion part should be refined and the recommendation content should be enriched to improve the integrity of the research. 
5. The paper lacks the part that looks ahead to future research directions. It is recommended to add relevant content to provide reference and guidance for subsequent research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are no objections.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	It is recommended to substitute common words with academic and professional terms. For example, replace "cited" with "referenced", etc. And use more precise words to describe concepts, such as changing "regulatory landscapes" to "regulatory terrains".
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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