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	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.


	The study titled the effect of liquidity risk operational efficiency within Sub-Saharan micro-financial institutions. Is very important because liquidity is the lifeblood of a micro foro-financial institution which has a positive relationship with operational efficiency. So, the manuscript is important for scientific community.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It seems that the title should be modified as the effect of Liquidity Risk On Operational Efficiency: A Study of Some Micro-financial Institutions within Sub-Saharan Region.
	

	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.


	No.It should be written as per the norms of abstract  for a scientific journal likeAccounting. The approach of narration should be descriptive without any heading/subheading which the present abstract follows. The abstract should include title, objectives, methods of investigation, results/discussions, recommendations and conclusion. The language should be modest & easily understandable to the common readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study follows the steps necessary required for a scientific journal article. But I have some comments on the sequencing of steps which should be rewritten as introduction, review of literature, objectives & scope, hypothesis (if any), methodology limitations, results/discussions, recommendations & conclusion. In the review of literature, the author used only 5 articles in different paragraphs & the results of review were not compared with the proposed study to fill up the knowledge gap.

The study covered 12 countries in three sub-Sahara regions (2 from West Africa, 4(East Africa) & 6(southern Africa) which constitute 25% of the country. The author used Stratified & purposive sampling which is treated as probability & non-probability sampling methods. The sample size is 384 drawn by using a statistical formula. The researcher used purposive sampling in selecting key informants. That means as mentioned the author have used qualitative method in addition to quantitative one in the study. My question is whether the small sample size represent the 12 countries in the sub-sahara region? Population size (P) is not mentioned here i.e. how many countries belonged to the Sub-sahara region from where only 12 countries (25%) were selected? The primary data were collected through mailed questionnaire in email process for which face to face interview was not possible which could be treated as limitations of data collection. The author tried to establish relationship between Dependent Variable (Operational efficiency) & Independent variable (Liquidity Management) with some statistical tools. But whether test of Hypothesis is accepted or rejected with certain degrees of  freedom is not clearly spelt out in the analysis. The findings supported relationship between operational efficiency & liquidity management. Is it the new findings as compared to the past studies as done earlier?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	 This is ok
	

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


	 Yes, it is praise worthy.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a research article based on both qualitative and quantitative data. The author can concise the article in a smaller size & this is possible
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	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)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5
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