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	Reviewer’s comment

	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 highly relevant and timely issue concerning the financial sustainability of academic libraries in developing contexts. The study contributes empirical insights from the Volta Region of Ghana, an underrepresented area in library funding research. By highlighting funding fragility, governance constraints, and service implications, the study adds practical and policy-level value to higher education management.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope and geographical focus of the study.


	

	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 comprehensive and clearly presents the aim, methodology, findings, and conclusion. However, it could be strengthened by explicitly stating the qualitative design (e.g., thematic analysis) and by clearly emphasizing the key practical recommendation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of research design and relevance. However, methodological transparency requires improvement. The author should provide more detail on the coding procedure, theme development, data saturation, and trustworthiness measures. A clearer separation between results and discussion would improve analytical rigor.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive and include many recent sources. However, the literature review is overly broad and sometimes includes tangential economic and policy discussions. The author is advised to condense and synthesize the literature more directly around academic library funding and governance.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but several long sentences, minor grammatical inconsistencies, and formatting issues require careful language editing. Professional proofreading is recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Revision is recommended. The study has strong empirical potential but requires restructuring of the literature review, strengthening of the methodology section and clearer analytical synthesis. Introducing a guiding theoretical framework (e.g., resource dependence theory or governance framework) would enhance conceptual depth.
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