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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript addresses a high-stakes, timely question in humanitarian operations: whether and how alignment of project design with donor priorities predicts grant award decisions in South Sudan. The study is practically useful for NGOs and pooled fund managers operating under severe funding constraints and escalating needs. It contributes context-specific, empirical evidence from Juba, where competition for pooled funds (e.g., SSHF) is intense. With methodological clarifications and tighter theory–methods alignment, the paper can provide actionable guidance to proposal designers and donor policy makers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and accurate.
Optional tightening: “Alignment of Project Design with Donor Priorities and Grant Awards: Evidence from Humanitarian Projects in Juba, South Sudan.”
	

	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) Strengths: topic motivation is clear; key constructs are named; SPSS analysis is noted.
2) Needed additions: explicitly state study design, sample (n=15), respondent profile, key statistics (e.g., R², main effect sizes), and primary conclusion.
3) Suggested editing: remove general background sentences and replace with a crisp methods–results–implications sequence (≈200–250 words).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1)Sampling: Clarify the design—“stratified random” vs. purposive (top recipients). Define frame, strata, selection rules, and how randomization worked with n=15.
2) Measurement/reliability: List Likert items; report Cronbach’s α, content validity/pilot, and any item pruning.
3) Model consistency: Align ANOVA df, number of predictors, F, and p. Coefficients labeled “standardized” (>1) likely unstandardized—relabel and provide both (with 95% CIs). Fix impossible stats (e.g., t=0.924 with p=.000). Add SEs, CIs, VIF in a single coherent table.
4) Assumptions/small n: With n=15, report normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and influence (Cook’s D). Consider robust SEs or Spearman as sensitivity checks.
5) Outcome: Specify how “positive grant award decision” is measured. If binary, use logit/probit; if continuous, justify scale.
6)  Correlations: Provide full matrix (r, p) including the dependent variable with clear labels.
7)  Theory link: Complement Institutional Theory with Resource Dependence and Stakeholder perspectives to justify alignment’s primacy under scarcity.
8) Bias/validity: Note common-method risk from single-source Likert data; describe remedies and (if feasible) a post-hoc check (e.g., Harman’s test).
9)  Generalizability: Frame results as context-bound (Juba, pooled fund, 2022–2024) with clear limits.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1) Strengths: broad coverage, inclusion of OCHA documents, and program theory sources.
Improvements:
Fix formatting issues (e.g., stray “&Amp;”, capitalization, missing DOIs/URLs).
Prioritize humanitarian-specific funding and donor behavior literature (e.g., ALNAP State of the Humanitarian System latest edition; Development Initiatives, Global Humanitarian Assistance Report 2024; recent UNOCHA/FTS analytics).
Ensure all in-text citations appear in the list (and vice versa).
Please add 5–8 up-to-date humanitarian funding references (2022–2025) and prune general management items that don’t directly support the argument.
	

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


	Readable and professional overall, but requires careful copy-editing. Recurring typos include “grant ward” → “grant award,” tense consistency, and some run-on sentences. Consider a final language polish.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Add a conceptual model figure linking donor alignment, sustainability model, and other tested factors to the outcome; map each to theory.
2) Include the questionnaire (items, scales) in an appendix.
3) Visualize key results (bar charts of Likert means, correlation heatmap, and a compact regression table).
4) Balance the conclusion: stress donor alignment while acknowledging downside risks of over-alignment (e.g., reduced community responsiveness) and propose a dual-accountability approach.
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