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	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 an important issue in public sector management by examining how different procurement methods influence institutional performance in a public hospital context. Given the persistent challenges facing public procurement systems in developing countries, particularly in the health sector, the study is both timely and relevant. By focusing on Pumwani Maternity Hospital, the paper provides empirical insights grounded in a real operational setting, which contributes to practical understanding of procurement-performance linkages. The findings have potential implications for policy refinement, managerial decision-making, and institutional reform in public health facilities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the core variables and context of the study. However, “Pumwani Hospital” and “Pumwani Maternity Hospital” are used interchangeably in the manuscript. For consistency and precision, the title should align exactly with the institutional name used throughout the paper.
	

	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.


	Although the abstract is not shown in the extracted sections, the structure of the manuscript suggests that it should clearly present: The research problem and rationale. The methodological approach (descriptive design, census of 62 staff, SPSS analysis). Key statistical findings (e.g., R² = 0.7996; F = 49.871, p < .001 

Ms_AJEBA_153547). Core conclusions and policy implications. The authors should ensure that the abstract reports the major quantitative results explicitly rather than providing only general statements.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The use of regression analysis is appropriate for testing the relationships between procurement methods (open tendering, RFQ, direct procurement, restricted tendering) and performance. Although the model is statistically significant, there is no visible discussion of assumptions such as multicollinearity, heteroskedasticity, or normality of residuals. Given that regression is central to the study’s claims, diagnostic tests should be reported. The operationalization of “performance” needs clearer conceptual grounding. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and includes both classical and recent literature in procurement, performance management, and public administration. However, several concerns arise: Some references appear unrelated to the central procurement–performance relationship. There are inconsistencies in formatting and duplication (e.g., repeated entries of similar sources in different sections). The reference section is unusually long relative to the empirical depth of the study. The authors should streamline the reference list and ensure all cited works are directly integrated into the theoretical framework and discussion.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable but requires careful language editing. Several sentences are overly long or repetitive. Minor grammatical inconsistencies and phrasing issues should be corrected to enhance clarity and scholarly tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The descriptive statistics tables are detailed but lengthy. The authors may consider summarizing key findings to avoid repetition between tables and narrative discussion.

The theoretical integration (e.g., goal-setting, transaction cost, stakeholder perspectives) should be more tightly connected to procurement mechanisms rather than broadly cited.

The discussion section would benefit from deeper analytical interpretation rather than restating descriptive results.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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