
* 1. Originality: Does the paper contain new and significant information adequate to justify publication?

  

Yes, it investigated satisfaction of clients for various 
aspects of facilities management in multi-tenanted 
commercial buildings in Accra, Ghana.

* 2. Relationship to Literature: Does the paper demonstrate an adequate understanding of the relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate
range of literature sources? Is any significant work ignored?

  

The literature seems quite extensive but struggled to find 
some authors I expected.  E.g. couldn't detect Tucker, M., 
& Pitt, M. (2010). Improving service provision through 
better management and measurement of customer 
satisfaction in facilities management. Journal of Corporate 
Real Estate.  

* 3. Methodology: Is the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of theory, concepts, or other ideas? Has the research or equivalent
intellectual work on which the paper is based been well designed? Are the methods employed appropriate?
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The paper adopted a purely quantitative approach to 
gauge  general PM dissatisfaction (as it turned out) among 
~120 users of 22 buildings.  I have several issues with the 
design the authors might want to consider.  1) the lack of a 
formal research question & hypotheses 2) the lack of focus 
on distinction between client dissatisfaction engendered by 
building-related issues or service dimensions.  Finally but 
related, 3) the failure to supplement the statistical data with 
some nuanced qualitative case insights to 'get under the 
bonnet' so to speak of the issue.

* 4. Results: Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately? Do the conclusions adequately tie together the other elements of the paper?

  

It seems to me that Table 1 introduces a lot of 
unnecessary detail (distraction?). Are we really 
interested in the fact that there seems to be broad 
consensus of views among building users or identifying 
the common factors driving dissatisfaction across all 
buildings?  Table 2 is difficult to interpret with all the 
acronyms.  Some of the indicators fail to capture the 
essence of building issues.  We know now the critical 
importance of building ventilation to restrict the spread 
of disease but the the indicators selected don't really 
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* 5. Implications for research, practice and/or society: Does the paper identify clearly any implications for research, practice and/or society? Does
the paper bridge the gap between theory and practice? How can the research be used in practice (economic and commercial impact), in teaching, to
influence public policy, in research (contributing to the body of knowledge)? What is the impact upon society (influencing public attitudes, affecting
quality of life)? Are these implications consistent with the findings and conclusions of the paper?

  

This is, unfortunately, where this paper disappoints.  At 
the end of it I am still no wiser on what exactly is the 
problem with Accra's commercial building stock?  I 
would have preferred some sort of multinomial 
regression, with the resulting variable ordered in some 
way to identify key influences on overall PM rating?  As 
discussed, some sort of qualitative triangulation (via 
mixed methods?) would enrich case (building) insights.  
I have already touched on the building ventilation issue 
that needs development in light of COVID-19 (e.g. see 
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* 6. Quality of Communication: Does the paper clearly express its case, measured against the technical language of the field and the expected
knowledge of the journal's readership? Has attention been paid to the clarity of expression and readability, such as sentence structure, jargon use,
acronyms, etc.



  

Some issues.  The paper needs thorough edit to eliminate 
glitches e.g. 
7.7 bracket needs space? 
8.23 there the? 
10.21 replace double negative 'do not only' ?

* Do you want to get credit for reviewing this manuscript on Publons? [what's this?] 
By selecting "Yes" you are opting in to the Publons service and data about this review (including your name and the review itself) will
be transferred to Publons. You may opt-out of the service at any time.
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I think this paper needs quite a lot of work (as indicated) before publication.

*Comments to the Author
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Although an interesting paper, i think you could improve it by considering some of my suggestions.
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