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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 contributes to the understanding of human resource management in the Indonesian banking sector, specifically examining three critical variables affecting employee performance. The study provides empirical evidence from a specific organizational context (Bank Mandiri KCP Stabat) that can inform HR practices in similar small-scale banking operations. The research addresses a practical need for performance improvement strategies in competitive banking environments. However, the contribution is somewhat limited by the small sample size and single-organization focus, which restricts generalizability to broader banking contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate but could be more concise. Consider: "Leadership, Work Discipline, and Job Satisfaction Effects on Bank Employee Performance: Evidence from Bank Mandiri KCP Stabat"
	

	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 fairly covers the principal characteristics but can be perfected in some ways: 1) In the methodology, the statistical analysis method used (multiple regression analysis, t-tests, F-tests) ought to be specified; 2) In the results, actual R² and p-levels ought to be stated; 3) In the practical implication for bank management, it can be stated shortly; 4) Indicate the actual sample size (n=31) for clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper overall is scientifically adequate with appropriate quantitative methodology. Statistical analyses (validity, reliability, classical assumptions, multiple regression) are appropriately administered. Some concerns do exist, however: 1) Small sample size (n=31) may limit statistical power; 2) Common method variance could be an issue with self-reports; 3) Some references appear more like conference proceedings than peer reviewed journal references; 4) The adjusted R² (35.4%) discloses significant unexplained variance that should be discussed more.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References abound in number but are flawed in quality: 1) Some references appear as theses, conference proceedings, or local journals rather than high-quality peer-refereed journals; 2) The vast majority of the references (2020-2025) are contemporary, but the conceptual foundation can be fortified by seminal writings on organizational behavior; 3) Recommend the addition of references on Robbins & Judge's organizational behavior text, Bass & Avolio's theories of leadership, and Herzberg's theories of motivation-hygiene for stronger conceptual reinforcement.
	

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


	English quality is quite acceptable but needs slight corrections. There are grammatical mistakes and awkward constructions here and there. Points for specific improvement: 1) Regularity of verb tense; 2) More specific academic language; 3) Improved sentence formation for the discussion section; 4) Correction of minor grammatical mistakes. Professional language correction is advisable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1) The study design is appropriate for the research questions but consider discussing limitations more thoroughly; 2) The practical implications section could be expanded with specific recommendations for bank management; 3) Consider adding a conceptual framework diagram; 4) Future research directions should be discussed more comprehensively.
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	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 detail)
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