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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is of significant importance for the scientific and banking communities as it provides a detailed analysis of the relationship between bank-specific factors, macroeconomic drivers, and the profitability of commercial banks in Kenya. The study offers valuable insights into how assets, capital, and debt ratio affect profitability, while identifying market concentration as a negative factor on bank performance. The findings contribute to both academic literature and practical banking strategies, particularly in the areas of asset management, risk mitigation, and policy recommendations. I appreciate this manuscript for its thorough examination of financial performance and its comprehensive approach to panel regression analysis. The discussion of practical implications, especially the focus on bank concentration and debt management, enhances its relevance to both academics and practitioners. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is suitable, but it could be more specific to reflect the core findings. 

Suggested title: 

"Bank-specific factors and macroeconomic determinants of commercial banks profitability in 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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive. It mentions the key findings, such as the positive impact of bank size, capital, and debt ratio on profitability, and the negative effect of market concentration. The abstract could also explicitly state the overall analytical technique used, such as panel regression before mentioning the kind, pooled OLS estimation, to provide a clearer picture for the reader. 
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The subsections and overall structure are appropriate, and the logical flow of the analysis is clear. The manuscript clearly distinguishes between the various tests, results, and interpretations, making it easier for the reader to follow the analytical process. 

However, the section 3. Should be ‘Methods’ =, rather than ‘Research Methodology’. 

	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound, demonstrating a strong methodological framework. The use of the Levin-Lin-Chu unit root test, Hausman test, and fixed effects regression model is well-justified and enhances the reliability of the results. Furthermore, the inclusion of post-regression diagnostic tests like the Jarque-Bera test, multicollinearity test, and homoscedasticity analysis strengthens the validity of the findings. The manuscript adheres to standard econometric practices, making its conclusions reliable and applicable to broader contexts.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references are mostly sufficient and relevant, covering seminal works like Myers and Majluf (1984) and recent studies such as Bhattacharya et al. (2021). However, the manuscript could benefit from a few more recent references, particularly studies published within the last two to three years, to ensure the findings are grounded in contemporary discussions. For instance, there were two scholarly sources from 2023; but none from 2022 and 2024. 

	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language is mostly clear but can be improved in certain areas for smoother scholarly communication. Some sentences are complex and could be simplified for better readability.
For example, in the last paragraph of conclusion section, the sentence could break at downturns with a full stop. Then a new sentence could start with ‘For example,’
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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