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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study is relevant to the scientific community as it seeks to find the impact of mergers and amalgamations on the efficiency of Rural Banks. The study tries to find the current impacts using the current dataset. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable in the sense that it clearly reveals the dependent and independent variables. 
	

	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 very comprehensive. It clearly states the objective of the paper, but the problem statement is not well stated. The methodology for the study is stated, but the focus should be on a methodology that clearly establishes the effect. The study should align the findings with the methods used. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific nature of the manuscript is not correct. The study objectives must be grafted into the introduction section. Again, the problem statement is not clearly stated in this section. The literature review is relevant and current, but only articles from India are reviewed. The third section should be added to the introduction with some terminology defined. There is no theoretical underpinning for the study. The study needs a theoretical background to support findings. A detailed methodology is required with relevant citations. How certain calculations were made using the relevant dataset, and how the variables of interest were measured, are very crucial for the quality of the study. What type of analytical method was adopted? Be specific. Presentation of results only focused on the pre- and post-merger periods. Results for descriptive statistics and paired t-test statistical methods were not presented. These results must be presented since the significance of the effect, ascertained by the compound annual growth rate, is not enough to establish the relationship between the dependent and independent variables. The findings must, in a way, support or refute existing studies with citations.  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are recent but not sufficient. A global perspective of the literature review will add more quality to the study. The study makes claims without references. For example, the whole of paragraph one of the introduction section has no citations to back claims made there. Every claim made should have a reference backing it. 
	

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


	The English quality needs to be checked. The grammar and punctuation are sometimes not coherent. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The aim of the study is relevant and can establish novel findings compared to previous works. More work needs to be done, especially regarding the theoretical underpinning, methodologies, and presentation of findings. As it stands now, a lot of information is missing, making the study incomplete. Every method spoken about should be discussed with the appropriate results. The quantitative aspect of the study is not fully presented, making the work incomplete. The author should work on presenting robust quantitative results and well discussed. 
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