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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 manuscript of this study has provided answers to the research hypotheses earlier formulated. Likewise, the manuscript has provides room for scholarly evaluation and contribution, as far as the subject matter is concern. Also, the outcome of the study as captured in the manuscript would serve as a basis for reference in the subsequent related studies. 
    
	

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

	The title of the article is not complete, as the domain of the study was not captured 
	

	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 comprehensive. Nevertheless, the following suggestions were made as:
1. The use of purposive sampling approach cannot stand, for the fact that the research is scientific in nature, since the population of the study can be identified. Hence, the sampling must be drawn from probability sampling techniques category; simple random, stratified, systematic and cluster sampling technique. 
2. The subtitle “Results” should read “Conclusion and Recommendations” 
    
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. However, the following suggestions were made:
1. The study could not discuss the practical problem of the subject matter “financial performance” with reference to the domain of the study.
2. The study could not establish any gap (s) as a justification for conducting the study.
3. Economic performance should not be used in place of financial performance while referring to Return on Assets (ROA) in the study. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent
	

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

	The language proficiency  is satisfactory 
	

	Optional/General comments

	The overall quality of the research work is good
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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? 

	Yes, it was observed that no practical problem was identified and discussed on the subject matter “financial performance” based on the domain of the study. Accordingly, the study could not identify research gap (s) that can be considered as a good justification for conducting the study.    

	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
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	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NIL
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
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