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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is timely, as a project management practitioner the review shows a well-documented problem in infrastructure delivery. The persistent issue of cost and delays in planned schedule. With introduction of ML/digital project guard rails and controls accelerated use, gaps in traditional validation practice, decision-support is seen and it provides a clear agenda for future applied research.
	



	PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – The title is appropriate and reflects the scope for which the article is written.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – The abstract is comprehensive and covers key elements of the article, however  might have referenced years that were not included in the studies.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 –Chosen keywords that are relevant and easy to search on several platforms.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – The background might need to be trimmed. It is to be noted that there are some subtopics that are not well tied to available evidence.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 -Aligned the review questions appropriately to the PCC framework.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – The literature review is relevant. It includes good comparison literature and broad geographic diversification.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – The literature is recent with many references within the past 4 years.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- A well-documented database selection and eligibility criteria are well presented.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – A deeper cross study comparison would be very ideal especially on validation of quality and decision support enablement.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – The conclusion shows clearly that there are gaps around validation, transferability and enterprise integration.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – The conclusions are generally aligned to the evidence made available.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Limitations could be fleshed out a lot more, for example to cover implications of leaving out grey literature.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – The references are well formatted.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Generally, the manuscript is well written however there are some inconsistences in figure and section numbering.
	




PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract states a search window of 2015 – 2025 but the included studies were published between 2019 and 2025, this needs to be addressed. The 3 thematic findings should be spoken about in the abstract here as well. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct but here are my concerns.

1.The search timeframe is stated inconsistently — "2015–2025" in the abstract and body, but "2010–2025" in Table 1 (Eligibility Criteria). This must be corrected and reconciled.

2. Figure numbering is inconsistent: the PRISMA flow diagram is labelled "Figure 2" but is referenced as "Fig. 1" in the text; the conceptual summary figure has a similar conflict. 

3. Section 3 contains a duplicate sub-section number: two sections are labelled "3.1" (Screening and Selection; Thematic Analysis). The second should be renumbered 3.2 or 3.3.

4. The thematic synthesis, while organized around three coherent themes, is mostly descriptive. Theme 3 (operationalization into live control systems) is the most innovative contribution but unfortunately it has no real analytical depth presented. A cross-study mapping table or frequency summary against the three themes would largely boost the synthesis presented.

5. Validation is acknowledged as a limitation but not critiqued rigorously. should more explicitly distinguish between studies that used internal cross-validation, hold-out testing, or out-of-sample approaches, and clearly state that no study demonstrated post-deployment impact on actual overrun reduction.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
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