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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 paper is important for the scientific community because it discusses employee performance in government institutions, which is a crucial topic for public sector efficiency and quality of service to the community. By analyzing loyalty, division of duties, and work environment, this study provides valuable insights into non-financial factors that affect performance in highly bureaucratically regulated organizations. The findings of this study contribute to the field of human resource management by providing evidence-based recommendations for improving organizational effectiveness. In addition, this study has practical relevance for policymakers and practitioners seeking strategies to improve productivity and accountability in public service institutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is generally appropriate and reflects the main variables and location of the research. However, the title could be made a little more concise and academically appealing.

I recommend revising it to:

“The Influence of Loyalty, Division of Duties, and Work Environment on Employee Performance at KPBC Belawan.”

This version is shorter, clearer, and consistent with the terminology used in the manuscript.

I suggest using the term “Loyalty” rather than “Loyalty Factors” because this study measures loyalty directly as an independent variable (X1), rather than analyzing the factors that influence loyalty.

The term “Division of Duties” is appropriate and consistent with the terminology used in the manuscript, so it should be retained.
	

	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 and follows the IMRAD structure. However, it should be shortened by avoiding excessive repetition of the same terms (for example, the phrase “employee performance” appears repeatedly). It should also highlight the research gap and the unique contribution of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The research design is appropriate, using a quantitative associative approach to examine the causal relationships among the variables. The population, sample size, and sampling method are clearly described, and the data collection techniques (questionnaire, observation, documentation) are suitable for the objectives of the study. The statistical analyses, including validity and reliability tests, classical assumption tests, multiple linear regression, t-test, and F-test, are correctly applied and adequately reported.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are mostly up-to-date (2022–2025), but several issues need to be addressed:

1. Miscitation:
The claim that “Ningsih et al. (2022) found that loyalty has a significant influence on employee performance” is not consistent with the original article. The study by Ningsih (2022) only examined the effect of work motivation and work environment on employee performance and did not include loyalty as a variable. This citation should be corrected or replaced with another empirical study that specifically examines the effect of loyalty on performance.

2. Author Name Correction:
The citation “Herni Hernawati’s research in (Pahlepi et al., 2023)” needs correction. According to the original document, the correct name is Herni Herawati.

3. Citation–Reference Consistency:
Several in-text citations (e.g., Sedarmayati, 2014; Risky Nur Adha et al., 2019; Arfiany, 2019; Harjaningrum, 2018) are missing from the reference list. The authors should ensure that all cited works are fully listed in the references according to the required citation style.

4. Additional Suggestions:
It is recommended to include more international empirical studies related to loyalty, division of duties, and work environment in public sector employee performance to strengthen the discussion and broaden the perspective.
	

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


	Yes, the English language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is understandable and communicates the research clearly. However, there are several long and repetitive sentences that could be simplified to improve readability. Minor grammatical and stylistic editing is recommended to ensure conciseness, consistency of tenses, and overall flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The authors are advised to add a statement on research ethics, such as confirmation of organizational permission or informed consent for data collection, to strengthen the ethical aspect of the study.

2. The conclusion section should be shortened to 1–2 concise paragraphs and avoid repeating the results and discussion in detail. The conclusion should simply summarize the main findings (the positive and significant effect of loyalty, division of duties, and work environment on employee performance with a 50.7% contribution) and provide clear practical implications.

3. In addition, it is recommended to include a brief section on research limitations and suggestions for future research to give direction for further studies and enrich the scientific contribution of this paper.
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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 details)
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