Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Computer Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRCOS_132847

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	EXPLAINABLE AI FOR REGULATORY COMPLIANCE IN TREASURY OPERATIONS: BALANCING TRANSPARENCY AND PERFORMANCE

	Type of the Article
	Research Article


	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.


	This manuscript explores the role of Explainable AI (XAI) in ensuring regulatory compliance within treasury operations. As financial institutions adopt AI-driven decision-making, transparency and interpretability are crucial for trust and compliance. This study balances performance with explainability, bridging the gap between regulations and advanced AI models. The insights benefit academia, policymakers, and industry professionals in promoting responsible AI adoption in finance.
	

	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 study examines the role of Explainable AI (XAI) in improving regulatory compliance in treasury operations, highlighting the need for transparency in AI-driven financial decision-making. It addresses compliance challenges, limitations of black-box AI models, and how XAI can offer interpretable solutions while ensuring operational efficiency. The research outlines methodologies for integrating explainability into compliance processes to meet evolving financial regulations, providing insights for financial institutions, policymakers, and AI practitioners in developing responsible and transparent AI models for compliance-focused environments.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses an important topic in financial technology: the use of Explainable AI (XAI) for regulatory compliance in treasury operations. The study is well-structured, progressing logically from problem identification to proposed solutions. It discusses the significance of transparency in AI-driven decision-making and its alignment with established regulatory frameworks.

A thorough evaluation of the methodology, experimental validation (if any), and cited references is necessary to confirm the robustness of the claims. If empirical data, case studies, or comparisons with existing compliance methods are included, they should be well-supported with appropriate references and statistical validation.

Overall, the manuscript offers valuable insights. Any minor revisions should focus on ensuring clarity in methodology, reinforcing claims with empirical evidence, and refining language for scholarly precision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, Sufficient
But consider citing recent research on XAI in finance, such as papers from IEEE, ACM, Springer, Elsevier, or arXiv discussing transparency, interpretability, and compliance in AI-driven decision-making.
	

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


	The manuscript exhibits a solid foundation in scholarly communication, employing precise terminology and maintaining a formal academic tone. The language is predominantly clear and well-structured, which aids in the comprehension of complex concepts related to Explainable AI (XAI) and regulatory compliance. Nonetheless, minor enhancements in grammar, sentence structure, and conciseness could improve readability and coherence. Ensuring seamless transitions between sections and eliminating redundancy will further enhance the manuscript’s clarity. Overall, while the language is appropriate for scholarly communication, final proofreading for minor linguistic improvements is advised.
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