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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 
 
 
	 
	Comments of the Reviewers 
	Author’s Feedback  
 

	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 meaningful contribution to the scientific community by providing a comprehensive and critically structured synthesis of artificial intelligence and machine learning applications in the banking sector over nearly a decade. It brings clarity to an area where evidence has been fragmented, unevenly distributed, and often methodologically inconsistent. By comparing evidentiary maturity across domains and highlighting recurrent weaknesses in existing studies, the manuscript offers researchers, practitioners, and regulators a clearer understanding of what current AI systems can reliably achieve and where further work is urgently needed. Importantly, it also establishes a forward‑looking research agenda that can guide future scholarly inquiry and support more robust, transparent, and economically grounded AI development within financial institutions. 
	


 
 
PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation) 
 
	 
	Rating of the Reviewers 
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1) 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?  
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
The title accurately reflects the scope and purpose of the manuscript. It clearly communicates the focus on AI and machine learning applications in banking and aligns well with the content presented.
	 

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?  
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	4 
The abstract provides a complete overview of the study, including the motivation, methods, main findings, and key conclusions. It gives readers a clear understanding of what the manuscript covers and why the topic is important. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
 The keywords accurately represent the main themes of the manuscript and help improve discoverability. They reflect the core concepts discussed, such as credit scoring, AI, fairness, and banking supervision. 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	4 
The background section is detailed and well structured. It explains the evolution of AI and machine learning in banking and provides the necessary context for understanding the gaps and challenges addressed in the review. 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
The objectives are clearly outlined and easy to follow. They explain exactly what the review aims to accomplish and how the analysis is organized, making the purpose of the manuscript straightforward for readers.
	 

	6. Is the literature review relevant? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
The literature review focuses directly on studies and reports that relate to AI and machine learning in banking. It includes the most important and influential work in the field, ensuring that the review is grounded in relevant and meaningful sources. 
	

	7. Is the literature review recent? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
The review covers publications from 2015 to 2024 and includes the latest developments in AI, machine learning, and banking supervision. This ensures that the manuscript reflects current research trends and incorporates the most up‑to‑date evidence. 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?  
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	4 
The search methodology is explained clearly, including the databases used, the search terms applied, and the criteria for selecting studies. This transparency helps readers understand how the evidence was gathered and why certain sources were included. 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	4 
The manuscript provides a thorough and balanced critical analysis. It highlights strengths, weaknesses, and methodological issues in existing studies, helping readers see where the evidence is strong and where caution is needed. 
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
 
	5 
The review clearly identifies important research gaps and outlines practical future directions. These suggestions help guide researchers toward areas where new work is needed and where current evidence is insufficient. 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
The conclusions follow logically from the evidence presented. They summarize the main findings clearly and connect them back to the objectives and analysis in a way that is easy for readers to follow. 
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
The manuscript openly discusses its limitations, including data availability and differences across research designs. This honesty strengthens the credibility of the review and helps readers interpret the findings appropriately. 
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources) 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor  
N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
The references come from reputable, peer‑reviewed journals and recognized supervisory and intergovernmental bodies. They provide a strong and reliable foundation for the review’s analysis. 
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language? 
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor  
N/A = Not Applicable 
	5 
The manuscript is written in clear, straightforward language. Complex ideas are explained in a way that is easy to follow, making the review accessible to both technical and non‑technical readers. 
	


 
 
PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation) 
 
	 
	Reviewer’s comment 
 
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here) 
 

	Is the title of the article suitable? 
 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement. 
	Yes, the title is suitable. It clearly reflects the main focus of the manuscript and helps readers understand what the paper is about. 
	 

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?  
 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement. 
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It summarizes the purpose, methods, key findings, and conclusions in a clear and balanced way. 
	 

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?  
 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The arguments are supported by evidence, and the analysis follows accepted research practices. 
	 

	Are the references sufficient and recent?  
 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement. 
	Yes, the references are both sufficient and recent. They include peer‑reviewed studies and authoritative reports that support the review’s analysis. 
	 

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(YES or NO) 
 
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
	No, there are no ethical issues in this manuscript. The review uses publicly available research and does not involve human subjects, personal data, or any procedures requiring ethical approval. 
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