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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 manuscript addresses a practical and high-impact problem: detecting fraud in high-volume financial transaction streams where class imbalance and concept drift make traditional rules and basic classifiers unreliable. The paper contributes by building a full pipeline on the PaySim dataset, including preprocessing, normalization, and oversampling to strengthen minority-class learning. The comparative results suggest that gradient-boosting models, especially XGBoost, can perform strongly on this benchmark under the authors’ setup. With revisions that strengthen methodological transparency, guard against evaluation pitfalls, and tighten claims around “scalability,” the work can offer a useful reference implementation for applied fraud detection research and practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Overall, the title is slightly misleading about the expected machine learning techniques. While it makes you think you're going to be using "deep learning", the main models used are gradient increased trees (XGBoost, LightGBM) which are not deep learning models. 
Recommended title option:
Option A: Scalable Fraud Detection in High-Volume Financial Data Using Gradient-Boosting Models
Option B: Fraud Detection in High-Volume Financial Transactions Using XGBoost and LightGBM on PaySim
	

	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.
	This abstract could benefit from better organization, so I recommend three fixes:
A) In these implementations, the XGBoost and LightGBM models are gradient increasing models, not deep learning models.
B) State how the train/test split is done, and whether the reported results are for a single split or for cross-validation.
C) Provide the fraud rate and the justification for using SMOTE, along with a sentence on the shortcomings of synthetic PaySim data.

It's not enough to say the framework is "scalable". State a runtime or throughput figure, or state that the framework is "suitable for high-volume settings”.

Report "near perfect" performance sparingly. AUC = 1.00 is an indicator of leakage or trivial separability after resampling.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The overall pipeline (EDA, preprocessing, handling imbalance, training models, and metrics) is sound; however, caution should be taken in interpreting results where gaps in scientific rigor exist.

If SMOTE is applied before splitting into train/test, the test set will be contaminated and performance will be falsely inflated. This could be better explained in the manuscript.

Split, then apply SMOTE to the training set.

The test set should be untouched and similar to the original.

An AUC = 1.00 for real-world-like fraud problems is unlikely

The feature "isFlaggedFraud" should not be used, it is very closely tied to the labels.

The paper claims scalable fraud detection, but does not report:

Training time

Inference time

Memory footprint

Throughput (transactions/sec)
Without at least one of these, "scalable" is a marketing term, not an evidence.

You compare to FinSafeNet, logistic regression, GAN-VAE, etc. The manuscript needs to show:

Hyperparameter search strategy (or fixed parameters)

Random seeds

Model configurations for LightGBM and XGBoost

class_weight or scale_pos_weight were used (also important for imbalanced problems).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The paper is readable but would benefit from edits to improve academic style and precision.

Common issues to fix:
B) Claims of "perfect AUC", "near perfection", "superior to all methods" should be qualified unless the evaluation protocol has been applied rigorously and repeatedly.
B) Phrasing like "In Fig. 2, illustrates..." and "Where has the logistic loss occurred in the training samples..." need grammatical adjustment.
C) Consistency: the term 'deep learning' is used although the paper describes tree-based increasing.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Major revision. The paper has an applied direction, and an outline is given. Please clarify the evaluation protocol (including SMOTE placement), correct the "deep learning" framing (it's not really), give more reproducibility details and seeds, and present some minimal scalability results.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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