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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 paper tackles a timely and important issue: how Responsible AI principles (fairness, explainability, governance) can be embedded into MLOps pipelines in FinTech. I appreciate that the author connects theory with practical systems like KYC and credit scoring. Given the regulatory momentum in this space, the manuscript has both academic and industry relevance. That said, I would have liked to see at least one illustrative case study or pilot example to ground the framework more concretely.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and descriptive. Personally, I think trimming it slightly could make it punchier — something like “Operationalizing Responsible AI in FinTech MLOps” might read more smoothly.
	

	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 does a good job of outlining the scope and findings. A couple of tweaks could make it stronger:

· State upfront that this is an integrative review.

· Add one sentence that highlights the main contribution (e.g., the conceptual framework).

· Avoid repeating “responsible AI” and “fairness, explainability, governance” too many times.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is well‑structured and the reasoning is sound. The literature review is thorough, and the integrative review method is explained. A few areas could be tightened:

· More detail on the coding process used in thematic synthesis.

· A short limitations section acknowledging the lack of empirical validation.

· Brief comparison with existing frameworks (Google’s Responsible AI, EU AI Act guidelines) would situate the work better.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are current and comprehensive, with several 2024–2025 sources included. Adding one or two industry frameworks (e.g., NIST AI Risk Management Framework, 2023) would strengthen the practical angle.
	

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


	The English is clear and professional. Some sentences run long, especially in the introduction, and could be broken up for readability. Minor tense consistency issues, but nothing major.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-organized and timely paper. The integration of fairness, explainability, and governance into MLOps is articulated clearly. Suggestions for improvement:
1. Include a simple diagram showing how FEG principles loop through MLOps stages.

2. Add a short section on practical implications for financial institutions or regulators.

3. Consider adding a case example or pilot application in future work.
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