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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 strategic issues related to the sustainability of academic library funding, specifically in the context of universities in the Volta region of Ghana. This study is significant because it highlights the interrelationships between funding sources, institutional governance, and the quality of library services, which directly impact learning and research. Using a qualitative approach, this research provides a deep contextual understanding of the structural challenges and opportunities for funding sustainability in developing countries. These findings are relevant not only to library managers but also to higher education policymakers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The article's title is clear, informative, and reflects the focus of the research. It identifies the primary variable (sustainable funding), the object (academic libraries), and the geographic context of the research. No changes are necessary.
	

	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 already includes the objectives, methods, main findings, and conclusions. However, it could be strengthened by adding a sentence explicitly emphasizing the research's main contributions, particularly those related to governance aspects and implications for library funding policy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, this manuscript is well-structured. The qualitative methodology used is appropriate to the research objectives, and the data collection and analysis process is adequately explained. The findings are supported by relevant interview quotations, and the discussion is linked to previous literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are numerous, relevant, and largely up-to-date. International and regional literature has been well combined. No additional references are required.
	

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


	Overall, the quality of the English is good and clearly understandable. However, there are several long sentences that could be shortened to improve clarity and academic fluency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript makes a relevant empirical contribution and has the potential to be published after minor revisions. Strengthening the claims of theoretical contributions and policy implications would further enhance the article's quality.
In substance, this article is acceptable with minor revisions. To improve its chances of being published in a more reputable journal, authors are advised to:

1. Sharpening theoretical contributions (governance & power in funding),

2. Simplifying the narrative of the results to make it more analytical,

3.Strengthening policy implications in the discussion section.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. The authors have explained the informed consent process and maintained participant confidentiality.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no conflicts of interest identified in this manuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No indication of plagiarism was found.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
I declare that I have no conflict of interest as a reviewer.
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Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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