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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 article presents a current and comparative performance analysis of Indian public banks using an established and reliable model such as CAMELS. This provides practical and useful findings for policymakers and practitioners. However, the study falls short of providing forward-looking, transformative, or theoretically innovative contributions in academic terms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally consistent with the content; however, it is overly assertive and generalizing. Furthermore, the term “Contemporary” is misleading as no specific methodological or theoretical innovation is presented.

Suggested alternative title:

“Financial Performance Analysis of Selected Indian Public Sector Banks Using the CAMELS Framework”
	

	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.


	Although the abstract section appears comprehensive, it is narrative-heavy rather than analytical. It is believed that the abstract would be more effective if generalizing statements were removed and statistical findings were presented in a clearer and more numerical manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the article technically applies fundamental analysis correctly, it contains serious shortcomings in terms of scientific adequacy. Namely; The number of banks (n=5) and the number of years (n=5) are quite limited; nevertheless, strong statistical generalizations have been made. The use of Excel is insufficient for an academic study of this scale. Descriptive statistics (mean, variance, ranking) were calculated using Excel. One-way ANOVA was performed using Excel's statistical functions/data analysis toolpak. The Bonferroni-corrected post-hoc test was applied using the t-test in Excel. I believe SPSS should have been preferred.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in number. Current (within the last 3–5 years) high-level SSCI/Scopus sources could have been included.
	

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


	While the language of the article is generally understandable, it is weak in terms of academic English. Repetitive sentence structures, long and rambling paragraphs, and limited use of academic conjunctions are noticeable. Professional language editing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In its current form, the article is open to improvement in some respects for academic journals with high impact factors. However, if the necessary revisions are made, it has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the literature.
The article is publishable in terms of its general framework and subject matter. Strengthening the discussion section's connection to the literature, reviewing the statistical methods, and more clearly emphasizing the study's original contribution will significantly increase the article's academic value.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No clear ethical violation has been detected.
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