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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 offers empirical insights into the functional performance of SHGs in a socio-economically vulnerable region, addressing a notable research gap. The findings enhance understanding of governance, financial practices, and member participation within rural community institutions. The study also provides evidence that can inform targeted policy and capacity-building interventions for strengthening SHG sustainability and women’s empowerment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is suitable, as it clearly reflects the core focus of the study, examining the functional status of selected SHGs in a specific geographical context (Bundelkhand region, Uttar Pradesh). It is clear, relevant, and informative.
	

	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 generally informative and presents the purpose, methodology, major findings, and implications of the study. However, it is quite lengthy and detailed, resembling a mini-report rather than a concise journal abstract. A comprehensive abstract should ideally present the background/rationale, objective, method, key results, and conclusion, all in a succinct format without excessive numerical listing.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound in its foundational approach, as it follows an appropriate design, clearly defined objectives, relevant indicators of SHG functioning, and data-supported interpretation. The study uses a cross-sectional survey design, applies multi-stage sampling, and analyses key functional and governance-related parameters, which are suitable for the type of research undertaken. The results are logically presented, aligned with the stated objectives, and the discussion corresponds well with the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and relevant but can be strengthened further by incorporating recent empirical publications (last 5 years) and updated national or international policy reports related to SHG performance, livelihood resilience, and digital or entrepreneurial transformation. Including such sources will enhance currency, theoretical alignment, and academic credibility.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally readable and understandable, and the core ideas are communicated clearly. However, the current English quality is not fully aligned with expected scholarly publishing standards. There are several areas that would benefit from editing to improve clarity, precision, and academic tone.
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