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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 content of the paper is appropriate and reveals a lot for the academia. For industry practitioners, the paper lays out a good example to be adapted; especially for companies that find themselves in a turbulent environment. It also reveal a system approach to engaging a turnaround strategy to revive a dying company.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Title is okay
	

	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 structure of the abstract is good. However, the findings are not specifically indicated and the implications of the findings are absent. Hence, we can conclude that the conclusions reached on the findings are not linked to the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, it is. All relevant components of a scientific work is correctly shown and detailed out.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	References are sufficient but their currency is somehow not good; most of them are more than 20 years old.
	

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

	

Very good


	

	Optional/General comments

	· The introduction is good.
· Empirical review is adequate and comprehensive; with current citations
· Methodology is explained and the selection of the case unit justified.
· Discussion of the results is laced with relevant theories and this is good.
· Limitations could have been brought after the conclusions and recommendations are made; this is not just methodological limitations.
· The remaining subsections of the conclusions must equally be numbered.
· Spaces are needed/to be deleted in a few references.
	





	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	None is found
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