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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 makes a meaningful contribution to the construction management and labour productivity literature by providing empirical evidence on how project characteristics influence worker performance in a developing‑country context. By distinguishing between labour productivity and labour effectiveness, the study advances conceptual clarity in performance measurement, which is often conflated in prior research. The focus on high‑rise projects in Nairobi fills a notable geographical and contextual gap in African construction research, where localized quantitative evidence remains limited. The findings offer practical and policy‑relevant insights that can inform project planning, mechanization strategies, and workforce development in emerging construction markets.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable, clear, and consistent with the scope, methodology, and findings of the study. It accurately reflects the key variables (project characteristics and worker performance), the sector (construction), the project type (high‑rise buildings), and the geographical context (Nairobi, Kenya).

Optional alternative (style‑driven, not mandatory):

Influence of Project Value and Duration on Construction Worker Performance: Evidence from High‑Rise Projects in Nairobi, 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 comprehensive, well‑structured, and informative. It clearly states the research problem, methodology, sample size, analytical techniques, and key findings.

Minor suggestions for improvement (optional):

· Explicitly mention the study design (cross‑sectional survey) in one short phrase for clarity.

· Briefly highlight the practical or policy implication in the final sentence to strengthen managerial relevance.

No deletions are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically robust. The research design, sampling technique, operationalization of variables, and choice of statistical analyses (descriptive statistics, reliability testing, ANOVA, and correlation analysis) are appropriate and correctly applied. Results are logically interpreted and consistently linked to existing literature. Ethical considerations, validity, and reliability are adequately addressed, enhancing the credibility of the findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and largely recent, with an appropriate balance between foundational works and contemporary studies (2020–2025). The manuscript demonstrates good engagement with African and global construction productivity literature.

Optional suggestion:
Future revisions may include 1–2 recent international studies on labour productivity or project performance from emerging economies to further strengthen global comparability.


	

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


	The English language quality is very good and suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clearly written, technically sound, and professionally presented. Only minor editorial polishing (e.g., repetition reduction in discussion sections) could be considered but is not essential.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well‑organized and empirically grounded study with strong practical relevance. The distinction between productivity and effectiveness is particularly valuable and should be retained as a central contribution. The paper would be of interest to academics, policymakers, and construction practitioners in developing and emerging economies.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues identified.
The authors clearly state that ethical approval was obtained, informed consent was secured, participation was voluntary, and confidentiality was maintained. Ethical procedures are adequately documented.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues identified.
The authors have clearly declared the absence of financial or non‑financial conflicts of interest.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No evidence or suspicion of plagiarism.
The manuscript appears original, properly referenced, and written in the authors’ own scholarly voice.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer” I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.7 / 10


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Dr. Ahmed ElHamahmy

	Department of Reviewer
	Project Management/Structural Engineering

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	Cairo University

	Country of Reviewer
	Egypt and Resident in Saudi Arabia

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	Researcher & Principal Structural Engineer

	Email ID of Reviewer
	ahmed.hamahmy2008@gmail.com

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	+966548939342

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	Project Management – Risk Management – Offshore Structural Analysis – Finite Element Analysis – Team Development – Carbon Footprint – Sustainability – Cybersecurity Management


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

