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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of 5
the article.

The title "Quality Management Practices and Performance: Where are we, and
where we are headed. The Perspective of Public Healthcare Institutions in Kenya"
is precise and clearly reflects the content of the paper. It specifies the focus on
quality management practices and their impact on performance within the context
of Kenyan public healthcare institutions.

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. | 4




The abstract succinctly outlines the objects, methods, and results. It mentions the
use of Scorecard and Six Sigma theories and the application of a descriptive
research design with a focus on specific quality management practices. However, it
could be improved by briefly stating the main findings to better summarize the
impact of these practices on performance.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. :

The paper contains a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes. Although these
are minor, they slightly detract from the overall professionalism of the publication
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. |5

The study methods are explained with clarity. The paper describes the research
design, population, sampling techniques, and data analysis methods in detail,
providing a clear understanding of how the study was conducted.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. |5

The results are clearly presented with statistical evidence, showing significant
effects of quality management practices on performance. Tables and quantitative
data are well utilized, making the results section informative and straightforward.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
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supported by the content.

The conclusions are accurate and well-supported by the content and findings within
the paper. The summary ties back to the research objectives and adequately reflects
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The references are comprehensive and relevant, supporting the paper's content and
enhancing its credibility. The bibliography includes a wide range of sources that
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