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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.


	The article discusses a constantly growing sector that has a noticeable impact on the stability and development of the Indian financial system. The author has collected data from a very recent period, which provides a rare opportunity to observe the latest changes in investor behaviour and capital flows. He also points to clear differences between investor segments, which may be useful for researchers analysing market structure and the maturation processes of financial institutions. The work provides up-to-date data and may serve as a good basis for further research on the strategic importance of investor segmentation in developing countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is consistent with the content of the article and accurately reflects the scope of the analysis.
	

	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 summary presents the main results and direction of the research. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The structure of the work is clear, and the analysis is based on reliable data from AMFI. Methodologically, the article follows the standard of descriptive research. However, it lacks clarification as to exactly which statistical methods were used apart from calculating percentage changes. In interpreting the results, the author sometimes moves from presenting data to general conclusions without in-depth justification. If I had to point out the main weakness, it would be the lack of comparison with previous periods or macroeconomic context, which limits the possibility of formulating stronger conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography is extensive and includes both classic works and current publications. However, some of the items come from popular websites, which are difficult to treat as scientific sources.
	

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


	Language is correct. There are minor syntactical issues and repetitions, but they do not affect the quality of the article.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article has a solid database and a well-chosen topic. Its greatest strength is the use of current monthly data, which allows changes over time to be captured. In subsequent versions, it would be worth expanding the methodological section, clearly indicating the limitations of the study and referring to the causes of the observed changes, e.g. monetary policy, regulatory changes or market sentiment. The conclusions would then be stronger and more useful for market practitioners.
	


	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:

Aleksander Sapinski, Bielsko-Biala School of Finance and Law, Poland

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

