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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 paper addresses the critical and timely issue of girls school dropouts, particularly in underserved areas such as Garissa Township in Kenya. The study examines how personal factors including poor academic performance, teenage pregnancy, lack of mentoring and support, and late entry influence female school dropout rates. This research is a significant addition to the literature on education and gender equality. The findings are not only of academic importance but also of great interest to policymakers, educators, and community-based organizations who are seeking to design interventions that can help reduce girls school dropout rates.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and informative. However, for greater accuracy and scholarly coherence, it could be better expressed as: 'Influence of Students’ Personal Issues on Girls’ School Dropout in Public Secondary Schools in Garissa Township, Kenya.'
	

	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.


	This abstract successfully presents the research problem, objectives, methodology, results, and recommendations. However, it needs to be further refined. In particular:

(1) The mixed-methods descriptive design should be clearly stated.

(2) The key individual issues under investigation (poor performance, teenage pregnancy, lack of guidance, aging) should be identified.

(3) The practical implications should be presented more comprehensively and concisely.

General statements (e.g., 'Efforts are being made…') and speculative remarks (e.g., 'The study's results are expected to provide…') should be removed to maintain focus on the completed work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This study uses an appropriate mixed-methods design that includes purposive and random sampling. The sample size is adequate (n=264 girls) and the instruments used (questionnaires, interviews) are appropriate and acceptable for the purpose of the study. Reliability and validity measures are clearly discussed (e.g. Cronbach’s alpha and expert opinion). Pearson’s correlation coefficient is used and interpreted correctly in the quantitative analysis (r=0.510, p<0.01). However, some limitations require further discussion, such as: reliance on self-reported information, limited geographical scope, and lack of control for external confounders.

Furthermore, although Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Theory provides a strong conceptual foundation, its inclusion of findings and discussion could be further integrated to make the analytical statement more concrete and comprehensive.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References include primary sources (Bronfenbrenner, Becker) as well as recent scholarly work (2021–2024). However, the literature review could be expanded to include more regional and cross-national comparative studies on individual issues and girl student dropout. In particular, recent global analyses on mentorship and re-entry policies for teenage mothers are not included in this review. Including such works would further strengthen the scholarly positioning of this paper in a broader context.
	

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


	This manuscript is understandable and generally coherent, but requires a moderate level of language editing. Several grammatical errors (e.g., "were be used") and some complex constructions affect its clarity. In addition, inconsistencies in tenses and style of expression require attention. A comprehensive and professional level of proofreading is recommended to ensure clarity, coherence, and scholarly style.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths: The paper is well-structured, methodologically sound, and addresses an important societal issue. Its recommendations for structured mentorship and counseling are practical and actionable. 
Areas for Improvement: (1) The discussion of limitations should be expanded; (2) The ecological theory framework could be more explicitly linked to the findings, particularly regarding the interaction of personal issues with broader systemic and cultural factors; (3) The 'Statement of the Problem' section could be streamlined to avoid repetition with the background; (4) Citations and reference formatting should be carefully reviewed for consistency, as some entries (e.g., Fisher et al., 2025; Vushe, 2018/2019) appear inconsistent.
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