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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 manuscript examines how transparency in higher education quality assurance shapes stakeholders’ confidence, accountability, and trust in institutions. Its focus on six East African countries offers useful insights for research on higher education governance and regional cooperation. Lastly, it shows how clear procedures, accessible information, and stakeholder participation may strengthen confidence in quality assurance processes.

	




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
	4-Good.
	

	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
	4-Good.
	

	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.
	

	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
	2-Needs Improvement.
	

	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
	2-Needs Improvement.
	

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

	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
	      2- Needs Improvement.
	

	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
	      4-Good.
	

	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
	      4-Good.
	



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 recommended refinement to indicate the study’s exploratory scope.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, not fully. The abstract covers the principal study components but does not provide sufficiently specific empirical findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	       NO, not sufficiently established in its present form. This judgment concerns unresolved reporting and analytical problems; it does not establish that the underlying data are invalid. 
First, reconcile the sample size and percentages. Table 4 is labeled n = 38, but several percentages are consistent with a denominator of 33:
· (28 ÷ 33 × 100 = 84.8\%\)
· (27 ÷ 33 × 100 = 81.8\%\)
· (31 ÷ 33 × 100 = 93.9\%\)
· (32 ÷ 33 × 100 = 97.0\%\)
This pattern suggests that 33 participants may have answered these items, but the manuscript does not explain that possibility. Report the actual response counts, valid denominator for each item, and treatment of missing data. If the percentages are erroneous, recalculate them from the original dataset.


The manuscript has a relevant topic, clear objectives, and useful preliminary professional perspectives. Its main deficiencies appear repairable, but the numerical inconsistency and missing qualitative evidence prevent a stronger recommendation.
Before reconsideration, the authors should reconcile all response counts and percentages, present the qualitative analysis, clarify recruitment and ethics procedures, strengthen the regional literature, and restrict conclusions to what the data establish. These revisions would make the manuscript’s contribution to quality assurance policy and practice more credible.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide a clear suggestion for improvement.
	      NO, not fully.
The manuscript includes recent publications and appropriate foundational works, but its regional evidence base needs strengthening.

	

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

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

	  YES, there are unresolved ethical reporting issues.
 No confirmed misconduct is evident from the manuscript.
The authors should address the following:
1. Ethical review: Identify the approving committee and approval reference or explain the exemption or institutional determination under which the study proceeded.
2. Consent: Explain how consent was documented through the online questionnaire and what participants were told about participation, withdrawal, and publication.
3. Data security: State who could access the Google Forms responses, how downloaded data were secured, and the retention and deletion arrangements.
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WOJUADE James Idowu, Purdue University, USA
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