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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.
	One of the important topics of the article is the approaches discussed in the study: probabilistic modeling and data can improve the prediction and management of delays and cost overruns.
The breadth of the topic and the diverse methods used reflect the importance of the study.

The study identifies clear priorities for governance, external validation, and integration with existing project control systems, which is important for both researchers and infrastructure sector professionals.


	



	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: Good
	

	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
	
3: Satisfactory

It should include a clearer explanation of how the Prisma method was used in the research.


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: Satisfactory

It is recommended to improve visibility with terms such as Bayesian networks and machine learning.

	

	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
	4: Good

The information is important; however, it is recommended to provide a better basis and explanation for Figure 1.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4: Good
The objectives are clear.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 3: Satisfactory
The literature review is extensive and drawn from various sources; however, it is important to conduct a thorough review of your background information that is not found in the article (e.g., Abdul Nabi and El-Adaway, 2021; Al-Ghzawi and El-Rayes, 2024).

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: Good

Yes, the literature is recent.
	

	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: Good
	

	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
	4: Good
It is recommended to perform a critical evaluation framework in Table 3.

	

	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: Good
Yes, significant gaps were identified in the study, such as benchmarking across projects, external validation, integration with BIM, and project controls; however, the report did not report future lines of research.

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: Good
Yes, There are logically.
	

	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
	3: Satisfactory
No, limitations are briefly mentioned in the conclusion (data quality, validation thresholds, integration gaps), but there is no dedicated Limitations section.

	

	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
	3: Satisfactory
The references: Abdul Nabi & El-Adaway, 2021; Al-Ghzawi & El-Rayes, 2024) are not in the reference list.

	

	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
	4. Good
	














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.
	Yes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, Table 1 inconsistency: The abstract reports 2015–2025 as the timeframe, but Table 1 (Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria) lists 2010–2025. This inconsistency must be resolved.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the three themes selected are meaningful, but the synthesis is more descriptive than analytical. It is recommended to analyze what barriers prevented integration in each case analyzed.
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