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	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 is a valuable contribution to the scientific community, particularly at the intersection of machine learning and financial technology. It explores user satisfaction with mobile banking applications in Nigeria, a rapidly evolving digital finance landscape. By leveraging sentiment analysis through Support Vector Machines (SVM), the study offers a robust, replicable methodology for evaluating customer feedback and guiding service improvements. Its insights into institutions like Access Bank, UBA Bank, and First Bank highlight key areas for user-centric innovation, advancing digital financial inclusion in data-scarce environments. This work is especially relevant for researchers and practitioners seeking to enhance user experience and understand consumer behavior in emerging fintech ecosystems.
	

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

	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly describes the study’s focus on sentiment analysis of customer feedback for mobile banking applications in Nigeria. However, it could be slightly refined for conciseness, e.g., "Sentiment Analysis of Customer Feedback on Mobile Banking Apps in Nigeria."

	

	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, summarizing the study’s objectives, methods, results, and implications effectively. However, it could benefit from briefly citing the data source (Google Play Store) earlier to set context. Additionally, specifying the machine learning technique (SVM) in the abstract would enhance clarity. No deletions are necessary.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, with a well-structured methodology involving data collection from the Google Play Store, thorough preprocessing, and SVM-based sentiment analysis. The justification for using SVM is clearly articulated, and the classification metrics, precision, recall, and F1-score are logically presented alongside visualizations that support the results. However, the notably low performance in neutral sentiment classification (e.g., F1-scores of 0.02–0.03) highlights a limitation in either the model or the dataset. Addressing this limitation more explicitly would strengthen the scientific rigor. A discussion on class imbalance or the challenges associated with neutral sentiment detection, as well as potential data balancing techniques, would further enhance the robustness and clarity of 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 relevant and cover key aspects of mobile banking, sentiment analysis, and machine learning, with citations from 2003 to 2021. However, more recent references (post-2021) could strengthen the literature review, especially given the fast-evolving nature of mobile banking and AI.

	

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

	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication, with technical terms used appropriately. However, minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasing (e.g., "application services" instead of "apps") appear occasionally. Minor grammatical edits required

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is well-structured and provides actionable insights for banks and researchers. The comparative analysis of three banks adds depth, but the discussion could elaborate more on why First Bank has significantly higher negative sentiment compared to Access Bank. Additionally, including a section on limitations (e.g., reliance on Google Play Store data only, potential bias in reviews) would improve transparency. The use of SVM is justified, but comparing its performance with other classifiers (e.g., BERT or Random Forest) could further validate the choice.

	



	PART  2: 


	
	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? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

.
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