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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 topic is an important and relevant one as it seems to help address fraud and error detection in IT audit systems within the U.S. banking sector. With an increase in digitalisation and the introduction of more complex IT systems, the risk of fraud risk in banks continue to raise. The manuscript brings together audit frameworks, fraud theories, as well as practitioner views to propose a structured framework. If this is improved methodologically and linguistically, it can provide a practical guidance for auditors, banks, and regulators.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the paper's content, but it is too long and should be shortened for greater clarity. I would suggest "An IT Audit Framework for Improving Fraud and Error Detection in U.S. Banks"
	

	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.


	Overall. the abstract contain repetitions and lacks a clear separation between background, methods, results, and conclusions

Pointers

- The abstract is too long, and the first and second paragraphs read more like an introduction than a summary. 

- There is repetition in the objective and methodology. 

Suggestions

- Consider making the abstract more robust using a background, methods, results, and conclusions framework with clear problem and result metrics (what data was collected and what are the main findings)

- Avoid generic statements like "this study is significant" in the abstract
- Improve the grammar and structure 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The topic is an interesting one and the direction of the research is scientifically acceptable, however there are some scientific and methodological weakness that must be addressed. 
Pointers

- There is no clear description on the experimental design

- The statistical analysis (regression analysis) mentioned does not clearly support the main objectives of the research

- The conclusion is more generic than empirical
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	- The references are moderate but could be improved with more additions particularly recent peer-reviewed articles  (preferably more recent articles). 

- The Reference contains a lot of non-academic articles, textbooks and unclear sources.
	

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


	The quality of the English is poor and requires a major improvement in length of sentences, structure of paragraph, repetitions and grammatical errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- There are not proper use of in-text citations noticed across the manuscript. There are also a lot of repeated sections with figures provided and described not showing a clear linked to the findings.
- The discussion is not focus on the results but on general theories. 
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