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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	A study on procurement methods might be good, considering it has a major impact on the whole work of an institution or organization, since all is based on resources. And most of the resources won’t be acquired without procurement and tendering. The research on only one hospital makes it a narrow output to say it studied the performance of public hospitals, and accept the results as evidence. ‘Impact’ is a questionable word considering that the research mainly assesses the procurement method and what is mainly done in  those procurement methods
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Since the study only did the research on one hospital institution, “Pumwani Hospital” which is a narrow scope but implying a general assessment. Therefore, a modified title can be considered, such as


 “Assessing the Impact of Procurement Methods on Hospital Performance: A Case Study of Pumwani Hospital, 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.


	It tried to be comprehensive but hard to follow the writing. There are grammar errors that make it hard to understand some of the sentences (e.g., “The research objective was to examine how procurement methods the performance of the public sector in Nairobi, Kenya”) and punctuation errors (e.g., Missing period after ‘gaps’). There is redundant information. Font inconsistency as well.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Major scientific gaps
1. Statement of problems lacks a well-supported gap. The gaps that are written by the end of the subsections are not supported by previous works or government or institutional studies. What is the support or the reference for the empirical evidence that you mentioned here?
2. The objective of the study is wrong. 
3. Lacks justification for the targeted population (62 respondents) 
4. Mentioning the statistical method of multiple regression is necessary. Also, before assigning the independent variables for X1 to X4, it is better just to mention what it could be 
5. Tabling the demographic data is more appropriate and transparent than just writing in the subsection ‘background information.’
6. The recommendation part is too generic. 
7. Lacks discussion for descriptive results for the procurement methods and performance
8. How did you evaluate the performance of the Pumwani maternity hospital to use it as a dependent variable?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are is. But most are missing a DOI.
	

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


	It needs major review regarding language. There are errors and ambiguous sentences and redundant information starting with the abstract, objective, and different part of the manuscript. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Mentioning it is a case based research is necessary instead of setting general statements on the title. Otherwise, it will confuse readers. Correcting the objective is a must-do issue. I suggest assessing the current practice of hospitals' procurement method and performance then using Pumwani as a case might enhance the research scientific output and credibility. Also, validating the statistical model using few respondents will be a great input for the research. 
· ‘Impact’ should have been studied using different questions, which imply resource quality, delivery time for services, quality of service provided, resource allocation, whether there is a shortage, supply chain management, inventory handling, contract, delivery method, etc.  Likert Ratings like “Direct procurement is associated with performance of the facility,” etc., are not performance representative or they are not impact assessors.    
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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