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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 highly relevant for the scientific community, particularly in the domains of financial regulation, fintech, and compliance. It addresses a pressing need to understand how emerging technologies like RegTech and blockchain can modernize AML processes, which are critical for combating financial crimes globally. By synthesizing empirical evidence and case studies from diverse jurisdictions, the study provides a comprehensive perspective that can guide researchers, policymakers, and practitioners in developing scalable and efficient compliance solutions. Furthermore, its focus on financial and operational outcomes offers a practical lens for evaluating the return on investment (ROI) of these technologies, fostering further interdisciplinary research in fintech and regulatory innovation.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "The Impact of RegTech and Blockchain Integration on AML Compliance: A Financial Analysis Perspective," is suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript’s focus on the combined application of RegTech and blockchain in AML compliance, with an emphasis on financial implications. However, it could be slightly refined for clarity and conciseness. Suggested alternative title: "RegTech and Blockchain Integration in AML Compliance: Financial and Operational Impacts" This version maintains the core focus while streamlining the phrasing.


	

	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, effectively summarizing the aims, methodology, results, and recommendations of the study. It clearly outlines the focus on RegTech and blockchain’s impact on AML functions like KYC and transaction monitoring, as well as the financial and operational effects. However, it could be enhanced by briefly mentioning the geographic diversity of the case studies (e.g., Europe, Asia, Middle East, Sub-Saharan Africa) to highlight the global relevance of the findings. Additionally, the phrase “where collaboration between the regulators and institutions existed” could be clarified to emphasize the importance of public-private partnerships. Suggestion: Add a sentence like, “The study draws on case studies from diverse global jurisdictions, highlighting the role of public-private collaboration in achieving scalable outcomes.” No deletions are necessary, as the abstract is concise yet informative.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, employing a rigorous systematic literature review methodology to analyze 12 case-based and empirical studies from a pool of 180 sources. The findings are well-supported by citations from peer-reviewed articles and institutional reports, ensuring credibility. The conceptual framework (Figure 2) logically ties together AML compliance, RegTech, and blockchain, and the discussion aligns with current trends in financial regulation and technology. Minor typographical errors (e.g., “ofRegTech” in the title within the document, “blockchains” instead of “blockchain”) do not detract from the scientific correctness but should be corrected for clarity. The manuscript’s conclusions are appropriately cautious, acknowledging limitations such as the lack of proprietary data and the rapid evolution of technology.


	


	
	
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear and professional prose. The technical terminology (e.g., KYC, AML, RegTech, blockchain) is used accurately, and the writing is accessible to both academic and industry audiences. However, there are minor issues, such as typographical errors (e.g., “ofRegTech” in the title, “blockchains” instead of “blockchain” in the abstract), inconsistent spacing (e.g., “Anti-Money Laundering” vs. “Anti Money Laundering”), and occasional awkward phrasing (e.g., “the review’s findings show” could be “the findings indicate”). These can be easily addressed through proofreading and minor revisions. Overall, the language quality does not hinder comprehension and is appropriate for publication with minor edits.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript provides a compelling and thorough examination of the integration of Regulatory Technology (RegTech) and blockchain in enhancing Anti-Money Laundering (AML) compliance within financial institutions. The systematic literature review approach, drawing on 12 case-based and empirical studies, offers valuable insights into the operational, financial, and regulatory implications of these technologies. The authors effectively highlight the potential of RegTech and blockchain to improve core AML functions such as Know Your Customer (KYC) and transaction monitoring, while also addressing challenges like legal uncertainty and legacy systems. The manuscript is well-structured, with a clear conceptual framework and practical recommendations for future research, making it a significant contribution to the field of financial technology and compliance. I strongly recommend accepting this manuscript for publication, as it bridges a critical gap in understanding the synergistic application of RegTech and blockchain in AML frameworks.
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