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	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 manuscript discusses an important and timely topic, as fintech adoption has become a critical driver of transformation in India’s banking sector. With rapid digitization, the study provides relevant insights into how technological innovation is reshaping financial services, financial inclusion and credit delivery. The paper contributes to ongoing debates about regulatory frameworks, banking–fintech collaboration, and emerging risks. Overall, it has value for policymakers, researchers, and practitioners in the financial industry.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflective of the core themes.
	

	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 broadly covers the objectives and findings. However, it can be strengthened by:

· Adding clearer methodological details (time period, type of analysis).

· Stating key results more explicitly rather than descriptively.

· Refining language to remove minor grammatical issues.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is conceptually sound and provides a coherent thematic discussion. The arguments are supported by valid secondary sources. However, some sections could benefit from deeper analysis, especially in the literature review and policy recommendation areas. The paper would also be stronger with more structured evidence, comparative data, or tabulated summaries.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant, but a few are slightly outdated. Inclusion of more recent scholarly work (post-2022) on Indian fintech, UPI penetration, and digital lending regulation would improve the academic rigor. Adding peer-reviewed articles rather than websites is recommended.

	

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


	The manuscript is generally readable but requires editing for grammar, clarity, and flow. Some sentences are lengthy or repetitive. A professional language edit would improve scholarly quality.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The methodology section can be expanded to justify the selection of sources.

· More comparative figures or charts may improve clarity.

· The discussion on cybersecurity risks can be tied more closely to banking operations.

· Conclusion can be concise and highlight key contributions more clearly.
	


	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? 


	
	


Reviewer details:

M.A.C. Jayamali, Sri Lanka

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

