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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.


	The manuscript is a significant contribution to understanding how audit attributes influence a firm's market valuation.  The evidence-based study provides insights into the critical role of audit independence and pricing in enhancing firm value.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes. There are a few conceptual, methodological, and language-related issues in the abstract that should be addressed for academic rigour and clarity.
1. There are Methodological Inconsistencies: While the study uses a survey research design with a questionnaire, the firm value is measured using market capitalization. Justification is required for linking survey responses to market capitalization.
2. The number of responses varies in the abstract and in section 3.2, as 120 and 126.  The data response show 120 (56 ma
3. The audit competence is found insignificant- explanation on the proxy- qualification, experience, etc., would add clarity.
4. Sentences require restructuring with grammatical correction and styling for example, phrases like 

“did not show significantly any relationship”
“The aggregate effect of the dimensions of quality of auditing accounted 31% variance in firm value”

“regulatory oversight to increase auditor competence”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, the manuscript shows several inconsistencies and requires corrections.
1. The significance notation in Table 2 footnote is incorrect (mentions significance at the 0.5 level). Replace with standard notation: *p<0.05 and **p<0.01 (2-tailed)
2. Relationships with r-values below 0.30 are interpreted as “strong”.

3. Statistically insignificant result of audit competence (p=0.111) regression analysis is interpreted as having an “impact” on firm value.
4. R2 value has been ignored, and the Adjusted R2 value has been misinterpreted.

5. In section 5.1, a correlation value of 0.666 is mentioned, which does not appear in the results. Remove incorrect statistics and rely on the reported value.

6. “The meaningless correlation”, the use of this statement is methodologically inappropriate. Replace with statistically insignificant.
7. Adjusted R2 value = 0.306 “which is quite considerable” stated in the interpretation requires correction.

8. Avoid overstating in the interpretation and Discussion section.

9. Briefly explain why there is an insignificant result

10. Theoretical linkage is mentioned but not clearly linked. 
11. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	The manuscript requires language editing, including correction of grammatical errors, sentence and structure inconsistencies.
	

	Optional/General comments


	7
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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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