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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.
	Quality assurance is critical to improving HE processes and outcomes. One of its key criteria, transparency, has been a bone of contention globally, and East Africa is no exception. This study is therefore important to the scientific community and beyond, as it raises awareness and recommends relevant tools and procedures to audit HE for improvement. 
	


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
	Satisfactory 2
	

	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
	Good 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
	Satisfactory 2, Higher education should be a separate keyword from Higher education Governance, which is not actually relevant because it's been operationalized in the whole study itself already. 
	

	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
	Good 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
	Satisfactory 2, objectives/ Hypotheses 3 & 4 are not clear(Hypothesis 4 isn't necessary as the study is highly qualitative. The evidence provided to make these recommendations is too subjective and has too large a statistical margin of error to be used. The measurement instruments are equally qualitative and did not undergo statistical evaluation. Note that Cronbach's alpha measures the internal consistency or reliability of the research instrument, and not the sample size.  
	

	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
	Satisfactory 2.   
 Relevant literature on East African Higher education quality Assurance is largely absent. The authors focus more on reviewing external QA frameworks (European QA, UNESCO, etc.) and leave out the Inter-University Council for East Africa (IUCEA), the East African Community (EAC), and the East African Higher Education Quality Assurance Network (EAQAN),  QA frameworks that govern EA HE. The study should review the outcome of its most recent conference, held on September 7 in Kigali, Rwanda.  
	

	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
	Satisfactory 2.
· Your study population indicates HE, and related stakeholders were involved, but your 38 respondents seemed to have come only from universities. Meaning HE stakeholders such as the corporate world were left out. This needs adjustment. 

· The sampling procedure omitted a detailed step-by-step of how the Google Form was used to collect information. 

· We also don't understand the reason for including a demographic section in your questionnaire since the participants were purposively identified and selected. This simply means the researchers had all the information about these respondents. No need to ask for their biographies again. 

· This study lacks sufficient quantitative insights to be qualified as a mixed–methods approach methodology. Based on my perspective, it’s a qualitative study. 
	

	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
	Good 3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory 2. 
· The open-ended responses should be presented in quotes as per the respondents, then analysis should follow. 

· The Likert scale responses were merged (strongly disagree + disagree and strongly agree + agree should be separated). This is statistically unacceptable, as they represent different levels of strength in determining or interpreting the results.  

	

	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
	Satisfactory 2  
·   The Likert scale responses were merged (strongly disagree + disagree and strongly agree + agree should be separated). This is statistically unacceptable, as they mean different things when determining the strength of the results or interpreting them.  

	

	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
	Satisfactory 2.
Needs to be adjusted to the whole study updates. 
	

	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
	Good 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
	Satisfactory 2.
· Variable limitations need to be mentioned as well. The study did not clearly define transparency and quality assurance in today's context. 

· The study failed to operationalize transparency in terms of financial management, staff recruitment processes, teaching-learning process/evaluation, and other resources. 

· The word accountability is also limited and unclear.

·  The study also failed to define QA based on existing East African HE QA frameworks. This made the measuring instrument questionable in terms of objectivity and reliability. 

· We found a clash between the words HE accreditation on the one hand, and institutional legitimacy on the other, as used in this 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
	Good 3
	

	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
	Good 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.
	No:   

Stakeholder engagement is a sub-variable operationalized from transparency; it can't appear in the title. 
It could be 'The Question of Transparency in QA processes in HE in East Africa’ or Transparency and QA processes in HE in EA. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. However, it is too wordy and needs clarification.  

 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. Correct the methodological approach based on No. 7 above. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. However, the researchers need to provide sources for the tables, e.g., "Field research by the researcher"
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No. However, the Authors need to upload the questionnaire and survey samples for instrument measurement checks.  
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