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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 provides empirical evidence on how employee loyalty, workplace communication, and job stress influence performance in a public sector context, specifically within the BPKPD of Padangsidimpuan. By integrating organizational behavior theories with a real-world governmental setting, it contributes valuable insights into human resource management practices in local government institutions. The findings highlight practical strategies—such as fostering loyalty and improving communication—that can enhance employee performance and organizational accountability. These results are relevant not only for scholars of public administration and organizational psychology but also for policymakers seeking to improve efficiency and service quality in similar regional agencies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is very long and contains multiple linked concepts, which makes it difficult to read and remember. The phrase “regional real estate sector” is confusing, as the study refers to the Regional Assets Division of a public agency, not to a real estate company in the commercial sense. It could be misinterpreted as a study of the private real estate market.
	

	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 provides a clear overview of the study’s objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions, which makes it generally comprehensive. However while the objective is stated, the abstract does not explicitly highlight the practical or theoretical gap the study addresses. 

The abstract mentions “multiple linear regression,” but it would be helpful to briefly note key statistical outcomes such as the R² value or the magnitude of the significant effects. 

Some terms are repeated 

The manuscript does not identify the sources of the measurement instruments, which represents a methodological weakness. In the section on operational definitions and methodology, it only states that a Likert-scale questionnaire was used to measure job loyalty, workplace communication, job stress, and employee performance, but it does not indicate whether these scales were adapted from validated instruments or developed by the authors.

This omission limits construct validity, as quantitative research requires citing the original sources of measurement scales or, if newly developed, providing a detailed description of their design, dimensions, number of items, and initial validation process 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally well-designed and methodologically coherent, but it has key weaknesses. Statistical interpretation is inconsistent—most notably accepting normality despite p < .05. Variable definitions lack citations and details on validated instruments, limiting construct validity.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is reasonably extensive and includes several sources from 2021–2025, which indicates a good level of recency.


	

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


	The manuscript’s English is generally understandable but not fully suitable for high-level scholarly communication without careful editing. 

	

	Optional/General comments


	In several sections—especially in the introduction—ideas and references are repeated without adding new information. For example, the importance of job loyalty and workplace communication is mentioned repeatedly, making the text lengthy and not very concise.

In the statistical analysis sections, some data are presented without sufficient explanation or with unclear criteria, such as in the normality test where it is stated that “the data meet the assumption” despite p < .05, which contradicts the standard interpretation (Field, 2018). This weakens the validity of the analysis.

In the operational definitions of the variables, the sources of the works that conceptualize them in that way should be cited. The general aspects of the questionnaire are not mentioned, such as the dimensions, the number of items per dimension, and whether it is based on previously developed instruments or entirely created by the authors.

The study addresses a relevant topic and uses an appropriate quantitative design, but it requires major revision before publication. Key issues include inconsistent statistical interpretation (e.g., normality test), lack of citations for measurement instruments, occasional English-language and style problems, and an overly long, imprecise title. These shortcomings limit methodological rigor and clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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