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	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.


	The manuscript explores a relevant topic—modeling withdrawal risk using convolution approaches. However, it lacks a clear statement on its contributions to the field. The introduction should better define the gap in existing research and how this study addresses it.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is relevant but could be made more precise. Consider specifying the domain (e.g., "Modeling Withdrawal Risk in Financial Systems Using a Convolution Approach") to enhance clarity.
	

	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 lacks a concise problem statement. The first sentence should clearly define the research problem.

Ensure that the methodology and findings are briefly mentioned to give readers a complete overview.

The conclusion in the abstract should explicitly state the practical implications of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its core methodology and approach. The use of convolution methods for modeling withdrawal risk appears to be a valid approach. However, the following areas need improvement to ensure scientific rigor:

Methodological Justification: While the manuscript explains the convolution approach, it lacks sufficient justification for why this method is superior to alternative statistical or machine learning models. A comparative discussion with other models (e.g., regression-based models, Markov processes, or deep learning methods) would enhance scientific validity.

Mathematical Formulation: The equations and models used should be clearly defined with appropriate references. Ensure all assumptions made in the model are explicitly stated. Some equations lack numbering, making it difficult to reference them in discussions.

Reproducibility of Results: The methodology needs more details on data sources, preprocessing steps, and parameter tuning for the convolution model. If experimental data or simulations are used, the manuscript should describe the dataset in more detail, including size, features, and any preprocessing steps.

Validation of Results: The manuscript presents results, but it does not clearly establish how the accuracy or performance of the model was evaluated. Metrics such as error rates, confidence intervals, or statistical significance tests should be included. Comparing the model's performance with existing methods would strengthen the credibility of the findings.

Discussion of Limitations: A section discussing the limitations of the approach is missing. Addressing potential weaknesses (e.g., assumptions in the model, computational complexity, or data limitations) would improve transparency and reliability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references, but a significant portion appears outdated (older than five years). Some references are not cited within the text; ensure every reference is linked to a specific discussion in the manuscript.
Cheng, Y., Zhang, L., Wang, M., & Li, X. (2025). A Deep Learning Framework Integrating CNN and BiLSTM for Financial Systemic Risk Analysis and Prediction. Journal of Financial Data Science, 12(1), 45-62.
Qin, W. (2022). Research on Financial Risk Forecast Model of Listed Companies Based on Convolutional Neural Network. Journal of Financial Risk Analysis, 18(3), 112-126.

Huang, X. (2024). Sophisticated Banking Contracts and Fragility When Withdrawal Information Is Public. Journal of Banking & Finance, 56(2), 78-95.
	

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


	The manuscript generally conveys its ideas well, but there are several areas where the language could be improved to meet the standards of scholarly communication. Below are key observations and suggestions:

Some sentences are overly complex and difficult to follow. Breaking them into shorter, clearer sentences will improve readability.

There are grammatical errors, such as incorrect verb tenses, missing articles, and awkward phrasing. A thorough proofreading is necessary.

 Needs moderate revision for grammar, clarity, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths of the Manuscript: 

· The study addresses an important topic by applying convolutional approaches to withdrawal risk modeling. 

· The methodology appears to be sound, though it requires clearer explanations and justifications.

Areas for Improvement: 

· Clearly define the research gap and contributions of the study. Explain why convolutional methods are well-suited for this problem compared to traditional models. 

· Provide a step-by-step explanation of the model, supported by mathematical formulations, diagrams, and justifications for parameter selection. 

· Compare the proposed model’s performance with other traditional and machine learning-based risk modeling approaches. 

· Relate findings to real-world financial applications and discuss the study’s practical implications, limitations, and future research directions. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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