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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important and relatively underexplored topic by examining the role of supply chain health and safety management in enhancing organizational performance within public sector organizations in Sub-Saharan Africa. The study contributes to the growing body of literature by extending supply chain management research beyond traditional operational dimensions to include health and safety practices as strategic determinants of organizational effectiveness. Its findings provide practical implications for policymakers and public sector managers seeking to improve service delivery, organizational resilience, and sustainable performance through stronger health and safety integration. Although the study has methodological limitations, particularly regarding the generalizability of the findings and the reporting of methodological details, it offers useful empirical evidence and establishes a foundation for future research in public sector supply chain management and occupational health and safety.

	



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 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

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

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The research objectives are only implicitly presented within the abstract and introduction and are not clearly stated in a dedicated section. Moreover, the manuscript does not explicitly formulate research hypotheses despite employing regression analysis to examine the relationships among the study variables. This omission weakens the methodological rigor and reduces the clarity of the study design. Clearly stated objectives and testable hypotheses are essential for guiding the research framework, justifying the analytical procedures, and enabling readers to understand the logical connection between the theoretical background, methodology, and empirical findings. The authors should explicitly present the research objectives and develop hypotheses that are consistent with the conceptual framework and statistical analyses.

	

	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 = Satisfactory

The literature review is generally relevant to the research topic and incorporates a reasonable number of recent references published between 2020 and 2024 alongside foundational studies. The reviewed literature covers key concepts related to supply chain health and safety management and organizational performance and provides a theoretical basis for the study. However, the review is predominantly descriptive rather than critical, as it summarizes previous studies without comparing, contrasting, or synthesizing their findings. In addition, the literature review does not sufficiently identify inconsistencies, unresolved issues, or theoretical debates that justify the research gap. Several cited studies focus on occupational health and safety in general rather than supply chain health and safety management specifically, which weakens the alignment between the reviewed literature and the study's core constructs. Strengthening the critical synthesis of recent empirical evidence and clearly demonstrating how the present study extends existing knowledge would substantially improve the quality of this section.

	

	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
	
Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement

The overall research design is appropriate for examining the relationships among the study variables, and the use of a descriptive-correlational approach with regression analysis is generally consistent with the research objectives. However, the methodology lacks several essential methodological details required for scientific rigor. The manuscript does not clearly explain the sampling procedure, participant selection process, measurement instrument development, or the reliability and validity of the research scales. Furthermore, important statistical assumptions underlying the regression analysis are not reported, and there is no discussion of ethical considerations or potential common method bias associated with self-reported questionnaire data. These methodological omissions reduce the transparency, reproducibility, and credibility of the findings. The methodology section should be substantially strengthened by providing comprehensive information on sampling, instrument validation, reliability testing, and statistical diagnostic procedures.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not adequately address ethical considerations related to the research involving human participants. There is no statement regarding ethical approval from an institutional review board or ethics committee, informed consent from participants, confidentiality of respondents, voluntary participation, or data protection procedures. Although the manuscript includes a declaration regarding the use of AI-assisted writing tools, this does not substitute for an ethics statement. The authors should explicitly describe the ethical procedures followed during data collection and confirm compliance with recognized research ethics standards.

	

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

	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


	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	



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.

	No
Comment
No. The title is clear and reflects the main variables examined in the study; however, it overstates the geographical scope of the research. The title implies that the findings represent the entire Sub-Saharan African region, whereas the empirical data were collected from public sector agencies in only one country. The title should be revised to accurately reflect the actual study setting and avoid overgeneralization.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO

The abstract should be revised to be more concise and focused. It should explicitly state the research gap, clearly highlight the study's novelty and contribution to the existing literature, and avoid unnecessary methodological details. Additionally, the geographical scope should be accurately reflected by specifying that the study was conducted in a single Sub-Saharan African country rather than implying that the findings represent the entire region. Including a brief statement on the theoretical and practical significance of the findings would further strengthen the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The manuscript addresses a relevant research topic; however, several methodological and scientific issues should be addressed to improve its rigor. The authors should clearly state the research objectives and hypotheses, provide detailed information on the sampling procedure and the validity and reliability of the measurement instrument, and report essential regression diagnostics (e.g., R², F-statistic, multicollinearity, and assumption testing). In addition, the manuscript should include a formal ethics statement, strengthen the critical synthesis of the literature, and ensure consistency between the study's geographical scope and the conclusions drawn. Addressing these issues would significantly enhance the scientific quality, transparency, and credibility of the study

	

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

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

	Answer: NO
Reviewer Comment (Suggestion for Improvement):
Although the manuscript includes a reasonable number of recent references (2020–2024), the reference list is not entirely sufficient to support the study's theoretical and empirical foundation. Several cited studies focus on general occupational health and safety rather than the specific concept of supply chain health and safety management. In addition, the literature lacks recent high-impact empirical studies and systematic reviews published in leading journals on supply chain management, occupational health, and public sector performance. The authors should strengthen the reference base by incorporating more recent (2023–2025) peer-reviewed studies, particularly those directly addressing supply chain health and safety management, and ensure that all references are closely aligned with the study's research constructs and objectives.

	

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

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

	
	



Reviewer details:

Ahmad Fathulla Ahmad, Erbil Polytechnic University , Iraq



Page 4 of 4
V240326


