Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Scientific Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JSRR_148126

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Embedding Responsible AI into MLOps Pipelines: Ensuring Fairness, Explainability, and Governance in KYC and FinTech Decisioning

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 given manuscript is relevant to the academic discourse as it focuses on explaining why there is an ongoing gap between the theoretical concepts of Responsible AI and their practical applications in the MLOps pipelines - an issue that is particularly acute in the contexts of FinTech and Know Your Customer (KYC) operations. It suggests a detailed and up-to-date unification of the existing knowledge, and proposes an integrative structure involving Fairness, Explainability, and Governance (FEG) as the mutually dependent elements of the entire machine learning life cycle. This analysis seeks to establish an ongoing lack of empirical findings in practice contexts and thus cut out a particular research agenda of reducing this gap between policy and practice, ultimately creating financially system based on AI that will be both reputable, adhering, and fair.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Stated otherwise, the abstract provides a fairly comprehensive summary, albeit with a possible boost in persuasive effectiveness through an abrupt, forthright statement of its methodological basis, which is an integrative review of 25 journals. Such a preliminary announcement would surely define the scholarly character of the paper right at the beginning of it, and not place this essential piece of information later in the writing. Furthermore, the gap in knowledge that needed to be narrowed down in the form of the identified void in operational integration is not as pronounced, yet this statement of the paper could be better presented to achieve higher resonance by hinting at the main utility of the paper. This may include, as an example, a summary of the offer integrative framework aimed at bringing the principles of FEG together, as a result, establishing the study as not a mere diagnosis of an issue, but as a progressive solution related to the FinTech and KYC industries.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Through a critical review, the manuscript seems to be scientifically valid and robust, given the fact that it depicts the rigorous approach, where it has shown orderly integrative review of 25 peer-reviewed materials, has correctly placed its arguments in the current academic discourse with broad citation, and has provided a logically coherent analysis that effectively identifies the interdependent relationship between Fairness, Explainability, and Governance (FEG) and then has properly highlighted the critical gap in the research-practice dialogue in the operations of these principles in the FinTech actual MLOps pip The arguments are adequately substantiated by the mentioned literature, and the conclusions are suitably hesitant, with the necessity to enable them by the elucidation of additional empirical validation without exaggerating the results unnecessarily.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the sources are overall adequate and reportedly current, and the focus on 2024 and 2025 is quite solid, as the changing discourse on Responsible AI and MLOps is a swiftly evolving phenomenon. The bibliography fully encompasses the main themes of fairness (e.g., Mehrabi et al., 2021), explainability (e.g., Arrieta et al., 2020), and governance (e.g., Pasha, 2025; Lin, 2024) and manages to address them successfully in the context of FinTech/KYC. As an additional aspect of buttressing the technical background, particularly on the challenge on operational MLOps pipeline, you could look into such foundational literature as "Hidden Technical Debt in Machine Learning Systems" by Sculley et al. (2015) and as a more detailed overview on data-centric issues to production systems, you could look at such foundational literature as "Introducing Data Quality for Machine Learning" by Polyzotis et al. (2018) would be useful supplements.
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