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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 addresses an important and timely problem in financial cybersecurity by investigating machine learning approaches​ for credit card fraud detection. Its focus on combining artificial neural networks (ANN) with non-linear support vector machines (SVM) is relevant because fraudulent transactions are typically rare and may exhibit complex patterns that are difficult to detect using conventional classifiers. 
	



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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2= Needs Improvement 
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
The abstract is generally comprehensive, but some methodological details and the stated contribution need a clearer presentation and consistency with the manuscript. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4= Good 
	

	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
	3= Satisfactory 
This is somewhat lengthy and repetitive, and the flow could be improved by presenting the research problem and motivation more directly. 

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= Satisfactory 
Objectives/hypotheses are not stated explicitly and should be presented more clearly and aligned with the proposed ANN–Nonlinear SVM framework.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= Satisfactory 
The research gap could be presented more concisely and critically.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2=  Needs Improvement
No sufficient information was provided to clarify and detail the sample size, frame, etc..,
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= Satisfactory 
The manuscript should explicitly state that the dataset contains no personally identifiable information and clarify any applicable ethical or institutional approval.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2=  Needs Improvement 
The results are presented using the appropriate performance metrics, tables, and confusion matrices. However, some reported results appear inconsistent with the stated dataset and test set sizes, and the comparison among models should be presented more clearly and consistently. 

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4= Good
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= Satisfactory
The linkage between the reported findings and specific prior studies could be strengthened by greater emphasis on explaining similarities, differences, and the study’s contribution.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
The conclusions should be revised to reflect only the results that are consistently supported by experimental data. 

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3=satisfactory 
The limitations could be discussed more explicitly and comprehensively, particularly regarding dataset representativeness and model generalizability. 

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3=satisfactory 
The reference list should be strengthened with more recent, high-quality, and directly relevant journal publications, and the accuracy and consistency of some reference details should be carefully verified. 
	

	15. 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
	3=satisfactory 
Some grammatical issues, repetitive statements, and inconsistencies in terminology and model descriptions affect the overall clarity. Careful language and technical editing are recommended. ​
	




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.

	NO 
Suggested title: “A Hybrid ANN–Non-linear SVM Approach for Credit Card Fraud Detection: A Comparative Analysis” 

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO 
It should be revised to ensure complete consistency between the abstract and the methodology/model actually used, particularly regarding ANN, non-linear SVM, and gradient boosting/XGBoost. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO 
There are important inconsistencies in the reported methodology, model architecture, test set size, and confusion matrix results that need to be corrected and independently verified before the study can be considered scientifically sound. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No,
please add some more recent studies.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes ,
The authors should clarify the data privacy, anonymization, ethical approval/exemption status, and responsible use of the dataset in the manuscript.
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