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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 addresses an intersection, important and underexplored, of cybersecurity and banking performance, within the specific context of the Nigerian banking sector. As digital financial services do rapidly expand in Nigeria and throughout the African continent, associated risks with cybercrime have truly become more pronounced. The authors offer a specific perspective that may inform decision-making, policy design, and research going forward by modeling the link between losses from cybercrime and key metrics through machine learning. The contextual contribution as well as effort for quantifying a correlation between cybercrime with financial outcomes in a real-world setting remain valuable. Banking institutions and regulators in emerging markets urgently need to adopt data-driven approaches. These approaches are important in understanding and reducing cyber threats, as highlighted by the manuscript.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable to align with content of the paper and its purpose. It precisely reflects the domain focus (cybercrime and banking performance) and the methodological lens (machine learning).

	

	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 covers the problem area, the use of ML, as well as the findings, but it lacks clear structure. It could profit from explicitly stating this item:

The research question or the gap, The data sources, The ML method used, A short account of results (with measured understandings), Implications.

Currently, the abstract generally stands and should be revised to improve clarity with standard scholarly formatting alignment.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the manuscript identifies relevant variables and uses linear regression modeling to show correlations, questions exist regarding the scientific validity of its findings. Firstly, the dataset which was used is quite small, containing just seven annual data points from 2013 up to 2019. This limited sample size weakens the statistical power for the regression results and makes the reported correlations to be less reliable. Secondly, the interpretation of the findings tends to lean toward causation, despite the fact of correlation analysis being conducted. Statements such as "cybercrime increases with performance" should be handled with caution as well as framed within a non-causal context. Furthermore, although the authors include machine learning theory extensively, covering supervised, unsupervised, reinforcement learning, also neural networks, only linear regression is used in the actual analysis. The manuscript feels unfocused in parts due to this disconnect. It is a disconnect between theory and application. Scientific rigor would be improved quite a bit by limiting the full scope of the sections of the theory to that which is implemented in fact, and by discussing with clarity the limitations of the use of a regression model on that dataset that is extremely small.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a wide range of references, which are covering cybercrime, machine learning, also the Nigerian banking industry. However, a number of the citations are quite dated, with a portion coming from sources more than five to ten years in age. Furthermore, while several regional literatures are included, there is restrained engagement within further recent research, especially throughout the fields of data-driven cybercrime detection, ML applications within financial fraud detection, and cybersecurity resilience frameworks. Including up-to-date peer-reviewed studies (from 2018 onward) would benefit the manuscript. These studies should explore similar themes within both global and African contexts. Many cited sources in the machine learning section seem to come from textbooks or generic resources, as well as not being directly relevant to the study's implementation. Eliminating a few of these and swapping a few with empirical or review papers would improve the academic value of the reference list.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English language quality in the manuscript does require improvement. While the paper is readable, certain sections are repetitive, quite descriptive, or formatted like some textbook, not a manuscript. Terminology is not always precisely used; for example, describing regression as a machine learning technique, without full acknowledgment of its limitations in the context of modern ML, can be misleading. Variable names are written in an inconsistent way (e.g., POS vs. PoS); in addition, grammatical errors are scattered throughout the text. Awkward phrasing within parts of the literature review and theoretical sections and disorganized paragraph structure also plague the manuscript. These problems together affect the manuscript's total clarity and expertness. A professional language edit is broadly recommended to confirm scholarly tone, grammatical correctness, and improved structure.
	

	Optional/General comments
	No ethical issues were identified within this manuscript. The study relies purely on secondary data derived from publicly accessible sources, such as annual financial reports and cybercrime records.

There are no observed competing interest issues related to this manuscript.

No plagiarism detected.
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