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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1. The paper examined the critical factors that influence 
the selection of suppliers in the Brong Ahafo and 
Ashanti regions of Ghana in 100 public institutions 
Employed descriptive and survey research design by 
Self-administered questionnaire to collect data from 
the respondents. However, I could not find literature 
review on that. I recommend incorporating 
comprehensive literature on public procurement , 
supplier selection criteria and strategies, drawing 
research gaps and limitations of current literature, 

2. Methodology is not completed and has to be 
extended. 

 
3. Conclusion should be extended by clearly 
mentioning the novelty of the paper followed by some 
future suggestions. 
 

These issues have been addresses as follows: 
  
Public Procurement: Subsection 2.1 from 80 to 
114 
 
Supplier Selection Criteria and Strategies: 
Subsection 2.3 (line 140 to 185) and 
Subsection 2.4 from 187 to 250 
 
Research gaps and limitations of current 
literature: From 251 to 259 
 
 
The Methodology is complete: see line 261 to 
298 
 
 
This is stated in lines 567 to 569 and 573 to 
576 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The grammatical proof is required.  
 

The work is read over again  

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 


