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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The article is useful as it provides readers with inputs from Ghana’s public sector related to dispute/conflict resolutions. The article apart from identifying factors which cause dispute/conflict also explores effectiveness of various remedies. This knowledge/experience can be used by readers as well as stakeholders. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The Article title is suitable
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. There needs to be more cohesion between 1.2 Statement of Problem and 1.4 Theoretical framework. Authors must link the 2 problems with how the two theories can help in undestanding and solving the problem – only one problem is covered. This portion in 1.4 must link comprehensively to problems mentioned in 1.2 
2. When the 1st problem seeks to identify the problems, the significance of study (in 1.5) must also have explored preventive measures too. If the reserchers have observed or if the collected data available now can give inputs of preventive measures – the same may be incorporated inthis article. IF THIS STUDY CAN PROVIDE CONFLICT PREVENTIVE MEASURES/INPUTS IT MUST BE INCORPORATED. This is mentioned once in discussion – but not stressed upon much.
Data in 3.1 is incorrect – % of respondents of sample size is inaccurate. 25% of 126 is not a round figure. Similarly 10% of 126 is not round figure. 5% of 126 is 6.3 – 6.3 respondents? How? GLARING ERROR.

Authors must confirm that data is correct and statistical presentation matches actual data.

Findings and Discussion must focus more on own study. Other aspects are good.


	

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

Refernces may be classified as : Articles, Books, Blogs, Website 

But I am unable to find many citations.  
I advise Authors to check Year, Author Names for typographical errors. Authors may try to find updated citation links or provide full details. 
I have searched on the net to find these articles, but, without much luck (NOTE: only for search and research of articles not found I have also used AI tools). I could not find these: 
Ablordeppey (2023), Aboagye (2020), Adebayo (2022), Adebile & Ojo (2018), Agyeman, D. (2021), Agyeman & Puozaa (2019), Amoako, K. (2021), Aryee (2019), Jide I. (2013). Obeng Dickson blog, Ojeleye & Jada, Owoseni, Mensah S. & Adjei F.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The findings and discussion section though well written, places – in my opinion – lot more emphasis on existing literature by others. While discussing the findings it is good that the authors have placed their work along with findings from the existing literature. However, it appears crowded with lots of references jostling for conveying message, especially when the weightage given to their own findings should have been more. I feel the full impact of this study is getting a bit lost among all the other citations – this section is more like review of literature than  discussion based on finding of their own study. Readers would be more interested in their finding – so focus must change. 
To achieve this I would suggest that the authors dedicate more content for own findings before citing the work of other researchers for discussion. 

Each of the main findings must have its own separate paragraph, and then this should be followed up in next paragraph by discussing how it relates to other studies – draw conclusions – generalise etc. 

This will bring out the unique contribution of this case based article.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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