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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 (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 paper brings new insight to the financial processes of grassroots women's table banking associations, an area often under-studied in mainstream finance publications. By examining capital formation, allocation, utilization, and recycling within off-the-books financial networks, this paper contributes to a more complete picture of how localized financial customs influence economic community-level economic resilience and stability. This study also addresses contextual deficits by focusing on historically under-represented areas like Nakuru County, Kenya. Its findings offer policy implications to academics, policymakers, and development practitioners who want to extend financial inclusion and empower women using strong community finance designs.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	This abstract is clear, informative, and theoretically grounded, effectively summarizing the study’s focus, methods, and key findings. It identifies a critical issue, financial instability of women’s table banking groups, and links it to phases of capital life cycle. The methodology is well-explained and robust, integrating sound theoretical frameworks and statistical tools like panel regression. However, the text is dense and overly detailed for an abstract, making it slightly difficult to digest quickly. Also, phrases like “Capital Deployment showed a significant negative impact” could benefit from more precise interpretation. Overall, it’s a scientifically sound and relevant abstract, but it would benefit from slight condensation and clearer language economy to meet typical journal abstract standards.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically correct, based on the following key points: The use of a descriptive research design is appropriate for examining relationships and capturing current practices in table banking; Sampling using Nassiuma’s formula, pre-testing, and reliability assessment via Cronbach’s Alpha (≥0.70) are standard, valid practices.; Ethical compliance (NACOSTI permit, informed consent) enhances the study’s credibility. The study is anchored on recognized theories (Resource Mobilization, Social Capital, Life Cycle Hypothesis, Financial Intermediation), which align well with the variables studied. Moreover, the use of descriptive and inferential statistics, including correlation, regression, and advanced diagnostic tests (VIF, Shapiro-Wilk, Durbin-Watson, ADF, Hausman test), follows best practices in econometrics and social science research. From the aforementioned it is evidently clear that the manuscript is scientifically correct.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is well-structured, current, and interdisciplinary, supporting the manuscript’s academic rigor. Minor formatting issues and duplications should be corrected to enhance clarity and professional presentation. Therefore, the author should kindly fix the following issues:

1. Ensure format consistency: Some entries (e.g., Dragonetti, 2019) appear to run into the next citation. Fix spacing and punctuation.

2.  Check DOI links and sources: A few DOI and retrieval URLs may be placeholders or incomplete (e.g., Zhang et al., 2021).

3. Remove duplicate entries: E.g., World Bank (2018–2020) is listed three times with the same title, consider merging or clarifying the differences if editions vary.


	

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


	Yes, the manuscript meets scholarly standards for English usage. With minor editing for conciseness and stylistic polish, it would be fully appropriate for academic publication. The author should take note of the following, and rework/rephrase: 

1. Occasional verbosity: Some sentences could be made more concise without losing meaning.

2. Repetitiveness: Certain terms or phrases (e.g., “this study affirms,” “as noted by...”) are repeated frequently—rephrasing could improve variation and reader engagement.

3.Reference integration: A few references in-text could be more tightly integrated into the analytical narrative rather than merely cited.
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	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
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