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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 topic is interesting, the cooperative development side of the banking system is very important at the local level. Focusing on a particular region of India may be considered restrictive, but on the other hand, it provides an inside look at the cooperative banking system so that we can better understand how it works in specific regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	No, the title is not quite appropriate. My personal suggestion is: "DCC Banks of India's Chhattisgarh region - a look through the lens of specific parameters"
	

	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, the abstract is clear and comprehensive, but it would have been better to clearly separate the elements pursued. For example: The purpose of the article is..., The methodology pursues through...., The results indicate the following: ..., Although, the performance of the sector in the region is good, the recommendation for improving the current condition is...
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, from a scientific point of view, the article complies with the main mandatory sections (introduction, methodology, results, conclusions), but the literature review is missing. This section would be especially interesting for the development of the bibliography section. There is a lot to say about the methodology, the study method is clearly stated, it is not said over what period the analysis is carried out (although the text states March 2023, it is not specified in the methodology that this is a snapshot in time study, not an analysis over a period). Also, not all the indicators analysed are listed. A list of them, the presentation of an acronym, and the data source, in a centralized table would clarify what was carried out in the study. The reference is also not clear and should be presented. For example, the reference can be the national average or the total indicator value per country. The table with the analysed indicators should also say what the reference is. This can make the analysis verifiable, clarify and simplify it. There needs to be a better focus on the results, what are the most valuable conclusions, what is the originality of the study, what are the banking and public policy recommendations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are not enough, and there is not much continuity in time between the references. The literature review part would help clarify and improve this section as well.
	

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

	yes
	

	Optional/General comments

	The work is not bad, but not good either. Some elements of clarification, methodological aspects, profile literature, clarification in the introduction of the objectives are missing. Therefore, it is difficult to follow and verify that everything is as the author says. Although tables are presented, considering that it is a regional analysis, it would have been interesting to also present a graphic comparing the regions, on a colour map, how the region compares to other regions at the national level. If this is not possible for all the indicators tracked, at least for three or four of them, this should be done.

The paper is slightly disjointed, needs better organization, some graphics, a series of methodological clarifications, an exposition of internal, national, but especially international literature. The subject is of interest especially in terms of local performance, decentralization, etc. Therefore, I believe it deserves to be treated with more attention.
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	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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