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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Clarity of Research Gap and Contribution
The paper provides a strong descriptive and statistical overview of NPAs across selected banks. However, the research gap is not explicitly articulated.

Contribution should be stated in the Introduction and reiterated in the Conclusion.

Literature Review Depth

The literature review is comprehensive but overly descriptive. Consider critically analyzing how the selected studies differ in methods, data periods, and findings, and then link how your study addresses unresolved issues.

Adding recent RBI or World Bank reports (2023–24) on NPA resolution could strengthen the currency of the review.

Research Design and Sampling Justification

While purposive sampling of six banks is reasonable, the justification could be stronger. Why only three banks each from public and private sectors? Would including smaller banks or foreign banks have altered the findings?

Please clarify whether the results can be generalized to the entire banking sector or are specific to large banks only.

Statistical Analysis and Interpretation

ANOVA results are presented correctly, but interpretation could be deepened. For instance, which pairs of banks differ most significantly? Post-hoc tests (like Tukey HSD) might help.

Coefficient of Variation (CV) results are reported but not fully discussed. Explain what high variability in private vs public banks implies for risk management.

Policy and Practical Implications

The conclusion rightly emphasizes better credit appraisal and risk management, but it could benefit from specific, actionable recommendations (e.g., digital credit scoring adoption, borrower profiling using AI, strengthening Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code implementation).

Discuss potential implications for investors, depositors, and regulators—not just banks.

Impact Section Expansion

The section on impacts (economic growth, interest rates, public trust, etc.) could be better supported with empirical evidence or references. For instance, cite actual growth slowdowns linked with NPA crises (2015–18 period).

Minor Comments (Presentation, Style, Formatting)

Abstract

The abstract is clear but quite long. Consider shortening to around 200–250 words, focusing on objective, method, key findings, and implications.

Figures and Tables

Figures (e.g., Gross and Net NPA ratio charts) should have clear labels, titles, and legends. Currently, references to figures are present, but actual visualization quality is not assessable in text format. Ensure graphical clarity for publication.

Referencing Style

References are mostly correct but inconsistent in capitalization (e.g., “ICICIC Bank” appears instead of “ICICI Bank”). Please proofread carefully.

Some references lack DOI or URL details where available. Journals usually require uniformity.

Grammar and Language

A few long sentences (especially in Introduction and Literature Review) reduce readability. Shorter, sharper sentences would improve flow.

Minor typographical issues: e.g., spacing in “Net NPA” in the abstract.

Conclusion

The conclusion is strong but slightly repetitive of results. Instead, it should emphasize the broader lessons for policy, regulatory framework, and future research.

Recommendation

Overall Merit: The paper is well-structured, data-rich, and relevant to the Indian banking sector.

Decision: Minor to Moderate Revision Required mainly to strengthen research gap, clarify methodology, deepen interpretation, and refine language.


	


	PART  2:


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Sruti Bansal, Hidayatullah National Law University, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

