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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.


	From the stakeholders' perspective, fundamental variables show the health, risk, and ability of the company to generate sustainable value, influencing decisions related to investment, financing, partnerships, and long-term stability. We monitor signs of risk in financial performance—declining profit margins, excessive debt, instability or lack of cash, payment difficulties, and vulnerability to economic changes—because these can reduce the value of the company and the return on the stock. In the context of growing interest in understanding the risks associated with stock returns, this research aims to fill some gaps in the literature by providing a clearer analysis of the role of fundamental factors.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is recommended that the title be revised, as the current form does not reflect the value. The title should explicitly and rigorously indicate the categories of fundamental factors analysed in order to clearly highlight their impact on stock performance.
	

	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.


	I consider that the abstract of the paper is well structured and conceptually defined, adequately reflecting the objectives, methodology, and scientific contribution of the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I consider that the bibliographical references are adequate in number and aligned temporally with the proposed period of analysis, having a high degree of topicality and scientific relevance for substantiating the theoretical and methodological framework of the paper.
	

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


	Yes. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	It is recommended that the introduction be reworded to highlight more clearly the gap in the literature that the study aims to address. A more precise definition of this gap would strengthen the scientific positioning and relevance of the research approach.
I believe that the literature review section is not sufficiently clearly defined conceptually, which reduces the clarity of the theoretical positioning. It is recommended that explicit research questions be included in order to anchor the article's contribution more rigorously and highlight the exact directions to which the study provides answers.

The conclusions should be further developed through a more precise interpretation of the results and their theoretical and practical impact. At the same time, it is recommended to identify and concisely describe the main methodological or applicability limitations.
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