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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 study is highly relevant as it addresses the pressing financial challenges faced by religious institutions in developing economies. By focusing on the Catholic Diocese of Masvingo, the research provides context-specific insights into innovative financial strategies such as the Skin-in-the-Game Guaranty Approach. Its significance lies in offering a practical framework for religious and non-profit organisations seeking to balance financial sustainability with community participation and accountability. The work has broader implications for scholars, practitioners, and policymakers working on faith-based resource management.
	

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

	
The title accurately reflects the study’s focus on monetising church assets in Zimbabwe. However, it could be slightly refined for clarity and global readership. Suggested alternative:
“Monetising Underutilised Church Assets: Evaluating the Skin-in-the-Game Guaranty Approach in the Catholic Diocese of Masvingo, Zimbabwe.”
	

	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 and well-structured, covering objectives, methodology, findings, and implications. However, it is somewhat repetitive, especially in the first two paragraphs. A more concise version would improve readability while retaining the core points. It might also briefly mention the study’s limitations to give readers a balanced overview.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate. The use of descriptive statistics, chi-square tests, and reliability analysis ensures the robustness of findings. The sampling strategy and data collection methods are clearly explained. However, while the quantitative approach is justified, the study could be enriched by including qualitative insights from stakeholders to capture nuanced perceptions and experiences.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
The references are sufficient, up-to-date, and relevant. They include both local Zimbabwean sources and broader international literature, which strengthens the paper’s credibility. However, some references (e.g., government or diocesan reports) lack complete citation details such as page numbers or URLs. Ensuring full reference formatting would improve scholarly rigor.
	

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

	
The language is suitable for scholarly communication, though certain sections (e.g., results and discussion) could benefit from tighter phrasing to avoid redundancy. A careful proofreading for grammar and sentence flow is recommended, especially in areas where long sentences may obscure clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments

	



	













	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? 

	The manuscript states that written consent was obtained from participants, and no ethical violations are evident. Ethical standards appear to have been followed appropriately.
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