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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 makes a significant empirical contribution to the literature on internal control by focusing more specifically on the study of financial reporting quality in Microfinance Institutions (MFIs). This study adds to the scientific evidence on the role of internal control in improving accuracy, transparency, and compliance with accounting standards. Furthermore, this research includes empirical evidence from a developing country context, specifically the Philippines. These findings also provide a contextual and methodological basis for future researchers to develop a more comprehensive model of governance and financial reporting quality in the financial sector.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Substantively and methodologically, the title used is appropriate and representative of the article's content.

However, for greater academic strength, the following alternatives can be used:

1. Internal Control Management as a Predictor of Financial Reporting Quality in Microfinance Institutions: Evidence from Bacolod City

2. Strengthening Financial Reporting Quality through Internal Control Management: Evidence from Microfinance Institutions

	

	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.


	Structurally, the abstract is quite complete because it contains the main elements of the research:

The research objectives are clear and specific.

The research design mentions the descriptive-correlation approach and predictive analysis.

The location and time of the research are explicitly stated.

The methodology and analysis techniques are explained in sufficient detail (the statistical tests used).

The main results are presented descriptively.

The conclusions are formulated directly and clearly.

In terms of the completeness of the IMRAD elements in the structured abstract version.

One area that could be improved to make it more academically robust is by clearly presenting the scientific contribution, encompassing both theoretical and practical contributions.

Quantitative results also need to be presented specifically, including the numbers and their significance, to demonstrate the strength of the findings.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is scientifically sound in principle because:

1. The problem statement is clear.

2. The research objectives are specific.

3. The theoretical framework is relevant.

4. The method aligns with the objectives, including:

Descriptive-correlation quantitative design

Simple linear regression analysis to test the role of predictors

Validity and reliability testing (CVR and Cronbach's alpha are excellent).

Methodologically, this design is consistent and logical.

However, the following points need to be strengthened to be truly academically sound.

Descriptive-correlation causal relationships should be few compared to predictive analysis. A significant relationship ≠ an absolute causal relationship. However, in the discussion, some sentences tend to have a strong causal nuance.

Scientifically, it is best to stick to the language of "associated with" or "predicts," not "determines with certainty."

The generalization was made with a sample of only 74 respondents in Bacolod City, the generalization should be more limited to the local context, not automatically applicable to all national or global MFIs.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In general, the references are adequate, as they refer to key theoretical frameworks, including COSO (2013) as the foundation of internal control, classic literature such as Jensen & Meckling (agency theory), and literature on financial reporting quality.

The manuscript also utilizes numerous references to support each dimension (control environment, risk assessment, etc.), thus avoiding the impression of a lack of literature.

The most recent references are also sufficient, with the manuscript citing studies from 2023 to 2025 (this is excellent).

However, this could be strengthened by articles from 2022–2024 from reputable journals (Scopus Q1/Q2), as well as recent studies on internal control in financial institutions, IFRS compliance and reporting quality, governance in microfinance institutions, and digital internal control systems.


	

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


	The English in this manuscript is generally grammatically correct, uses appropriate academic terms (predictor, statistically significant, internal control management, financial reporting quality), the sentence structure is relatively formal and consistent, and the writing style is academic, not popular narrative.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript addresses the relevant and important topic of the role of internal control management as a predictor of financial reporting quality in microfinance institutions. It presents a clear research objective, appropriate methodology, and systematic presentation of results. The theoretical foundation used is adequate, and the statistical analysis applied is appropriate to the research design.

However, the theoretical contribution and analytical depth could be further enhanced, particularly by expanding the analytical model and deepening the synthesis with current literature. Furthermore, improvements to the language and sharpening of the discussion would further enhance the academic quality.
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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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