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	Author’s Feedback (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 a critical and under-researched issue: the dynamics of the urban rental housing market in Sub-Saharan Africa, with a focus on Kumasi, Ghana. The study is significant because rental housing in mixed economies often falls between formal regulation and informal practices, creating inefficiencies, inequities, and information asymmetries. By applying the lens of market competition (perfect vs. actual dynamics), the paper contributes useful insights for both academics and policymakers. However, methodological limitations and inconsistencies in data presentation need to be addressed before the paper can be considered scientifically robust.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable. However, for conciseness and clarity, an alternative suggestion could be: “Market Dynamics and Institutional Challenges in Urban Rental Housing: Evidence from Kumasi, Ghana.”
	

	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 covers the general objectives and findings but is overly descriptive. It should be revised to include (a) theoritical basic, (b) a clear statement of methods (sample size, data source, timeframe), (c) concise key results with statistics, and (d) a sharper conclusion highlighting both academic and policy contributions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Theoretical framework: The study relies mainly on the “perfect competition” benchmark, but lacks integration of richer theories (information asymmetry, search & matching, hedonic pricing). This weakens the explanatory power.

· Argumentation: Several policy conclusions are made without sufficient quantitative backing (e.g., role of brokers in information asymmetry). More data-driven evidence is needed.

· Data analysis: The study is descriptive only. No statistical tests (chi-square, regression) are applied to validate associations (e.g., type of unit vs. success rate).

· The manuscript addresses an important question, but the methodology needs more detail. Limitations include (i) reliance on only 50 brokers with ≥10 years’ experience (selection bias), (ii) one-week data collection (not sufficient for seasonality), and (iii) risk of transaction overlap. Data tables also show inconsistencies (e.g., Table 1 “Total 13” error; Table 3 reports 335 vacancies instead of 465 - Supply Side:…… Table 3 shows that as many as 334 (76.7 percent) of the 365 accommodation vacancies reported……….).
· Comparative discussion: Weak connection to existing literature. Findings from Kumasi should be compared with results from Accra or other SSA cities to situate the contribution.

· Limitations: No dedicated section outlining study limitations and directions for future research, which is essential for academic transparency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate but could be strengthened with more recent international housing market literature (esp. post-2018, Sub-Saharan Africa housing, search & matching theory). Unify the formatting of references according to the journal’s guidelines.
	

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


	The English is understandable but requires editing for clarity and consistency. Several typographical errors and repetitions exist (e.g., “a dream far distant dream”). Professional language editing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript should explicitly follow the IMRAD structure, separate Results from Discussion, strengthen quantitative evidence for policy recommendations, and add a section on study limitations
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The study mentions anonymity of brokers but does not report Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval or informed consent. Authors must provide an ethics approval statement.
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