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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.
	This paper discusses a significant topic in corporate governance and financial accounting, namely the factors that influence the quality of financial reporting in Nigerian listed non-financial enterprises. Despite the implementation of IFRS, there are still issues with earnings management and the reliability of financial reporting, which makes the study pertinent. A potentially significant addition to the body of current research is the convergence of auditor type, sustainability disclosure procedures, and board financial knowledge. The work would, however, benefit from a more precise explanation of its theoretical contribution and empirical innovation, especially when it comes to differentiating it from earlier research carried out in Nigeria.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	

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

	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
	3
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The limitations of the study are not sufficiently discussed in the text. A number of limitations should be noted given the use of secondary data, purposeful sampling, a particular sample of Nigerian non financial companies, and income smoothing as a stand-in for the quality of financial reporting. The authors should address how these restrictions affect the findings' generalizability and interpretation and offer suggestions for further study.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	3
	




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, with a small edit. The study's overall aim is aptly reflected in the title. However, the title may be improved to more clearly highlight this link since the empirical research operationalizes financial reporting quality through income smoothing. The title and the actual analysis would be more conceptually and methodologically consistent as a result.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No, with minor revision. The abstract contains the main elements of the study, including the research objective, methodology, sample, analytical technique, and principal findings. However, it could be improved by presenting the empirical findings more precisely and by clarifying the role of income smoothing as the measure of financial reporting quality. The practical implications of the findings should also be stated more explicitly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, it needs to be revised. Although the manuscript uses generally adequate empirical methods and tackles a pertinent research subject, there are a number of methodological and statistical inconsistencies that need to be clarified. The justification for choosing the IRLS estimation process should be more thoroughly explained, and the reporting and interpretation of the findings of the normalcy test should be thoroughly checked. Additionally, the results, discussion, and conclusion sections should all apply the same interpretation of the Eckel income smoothing index. These changes are required to improve the study's reproducibility and scientific validity.

The reviewer considers the study interesting and believes that it has both academic and practical value. However, several aspects still need to be improved, particularly the consistency of the statistical results and their interpretation, the justification for the selected analytical method, the explanation of the distinction between financial reporting quality and income smoothing as its proxy, and the limitations section. In addition, the manuscript should be carefully reviewed in terms of language, grammar, and technical presentation. Overall, the reviewer recommends revision, with the level of revision being either minor or major depending on the journal’s classification.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Indeed. There are enough references in the manuscript that are pertinent to the quality of financial reporting, income smoothing, auditor characteristics, sustainability disclosure, corporate governance, and board financial expertise. A significant number of recent studies, especially those conducted between 2022 and 2025, are also included in the reference list. However, the writers should confirm that all bibliographic data is accurate and consistent, and they should make sure that the theoretical and empirical discussion correctly incorporates recent and directly relevant literature.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No. No major ethical issues are identified in the manuscript. The study relies on secondary data from listed non-financial companies and does not involve human participants, personal data, or experimental intervention. However, the authors should ensure that all secondary data sources are properly acknowledged and that the reported data and empirical findings accurately reflect the underlying sources.
	


Reviewer details:
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