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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.


	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to the literature on financial sustainability in religious institutions operating in challenging economic environments. It offers valuable insights into innovative asset monetization strategies, specifically analyzing the Skin-in-the-Game Guaranty Approach in the context of the Catholic Diocese of Masvingo. The research bridges an important gap between religious mission fulfillment and financial viability, providing practical frameworks that can be applied across similar institutions. Additionally, the study's methodological approach of engaging diverse stakeholders enhances our understanding of change management challenges within religious organizations.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title adequately reflects the content and focus of the research. However, I suggest a minor grammatical correction: "Monetising underutilised Church assets through the Skin-in-the-Game Guaranty Approach: Does it work for the Catholic Church in Zimbabwe? The Case of Masvingo Diocese"


	

	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 provides a good overview of the research, including methodology, findings, and recommendations. However, it would benefit from a brief explanation of what the "Skin-in-the-Game Guaranty Approach" actually entails, as this is not immediately clear to readers unfamiliar with the concept. Additionally, the statistical findings could be presented more precisely, with exact percentages rather than approximations.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates sound scientific methodology with a clear research design, appropriate sampling techniques, and statistical analysis. The chi-square test was appropriately applied to examine associations between variables. However, the analysis section would benefit from more rigorous interpretation of the statistical findings, particularly regarding the significance of the chi-square results and their implications.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include both recent and relevant sources (up to 2025). The bibliography shows a good mix of theoretical and practical resources. However, I suggest including more sources specifically addressing financial models in religious institutions in developing economies, as this would strengthen the contextual framework. Some suggested additions include:

· Moyo, T. (2023). "Sustainable financing models for faith-based organizations in Southern Africa."

· Kumar, R. & Patel, S. (2022). "Asset monetization strategies for non-profit organizations in emerging economies."


	

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


	The manuscript is generally well-written with clear organization and structure. However, there are occasional grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, and some awkward phrasing that should be addressed. For example, in sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3, there are several instances of unclear sentence construction that could benefit from revision. Additionally, the writing style varies somewhat between sections, suggesting multiple authors without consistent editing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The figures presenting the demographic data would benefit from clearer labeling and more professional presentation. The tables formatting is inconsistent and should be standardized throughout the manuscript. The methodology section could be expanded to provide more details on survey design and validation.
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