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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 addresses an important, yet often overlooked, area of ​​research: the financial sustainability of religious institutions in developing economies. It explores how to invest underutilized church assets and raises questions about how religious organizations can remain viable while continuing their social and spiritual mission.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is suitable 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is comprehensive in describing the context, methodologies, and findings. However, it repeats sentences and concepts unnecessarily. The abstract lacks a clear statement of the theoretical contribution. It would be helpful to briefly state the main limitation of the study. I suggest deleting the redundant phrases (the second long paragraph in the abstract almost duplicates the first). Add a sentence explaining applying the “Skin-in-the-Game” concept to a religious institution, and mentioning the main limitations (e.g., the cross-sectional design and the lack of qualitative depth).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here. 
	
The study does not adequately integrate theoretical frameworks (such as nonprofit governance, canon law, and asset-based community development). Although promising, the data do not fully support the conclusions, particularly since participants rated previous similar initiatives as largely unsuccessful. Overall, the manuscript is scholarly acceptable as an exploratory case study, but it lacks the robustness necessary to make a strong academic contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
The references include recent works (up to 2025), which is commendable
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
The manuscript is written in understandable English, but the quality is uneven. It is preferred to use careful language editing to enhance conciseness and scholarly tone.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The discussion does not delve sufficiently into the reasons for the failure of previous initiatives and how the proposed approach overcomes these obstacles. The research also does not address the legal/canonical framework governing the origins of the church, which is crucial for credibility in this context.

	


















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The authors state that participants’ written consent was obtained and preserved. However, the ethical discussion is minimal and does not specify whether an institutional review board (IRB) or diocesan ethical committee approved the research. This should be clarified.
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