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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 addresses the important problem of credit risk prediction in digital lending environments using machine learning techniques. With the rapid expansion of digital financial services, particularly in developing economies, robust predictive models are necessary for risk mitigation in commercial banks. The study attempts to compare ensemble learning approaches such as Random Forest and XGBoost in predicting loan default. While the topic is relevant and potentially valuable, the methodological design and experimental setup require improvement to enhance the reliability and practical applicability of the results.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the scope of the study. However, it may be improved by clarifying the use of simulated data. Suggested alternative title:

“Machine Learning-Based Predictive Modeling of Digital Credit Risk in Commercial 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.


	The abstract summarizes the objective, methods, and key findings of the study. However, several improvements are recommended:

i. The abstract should clearly state that the analysis is based on simulated data rather than real banking datasets.

ii. Quantitative performance results should be briefly reported (e.g., model accuracy or AUC values).Some sentences could be shortened to improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a standard machine learning framework for credit risk prediction, including preprocessing, feature selection, and evaluation metrics. However, several scientific issues need attention:

i. The study relies on simulated loan data, which significantly limits the practical validity of the findings.
ii. The manuscript does not sufficiently justify the data generation process or realism of the simulation.

iii. Model evaluation lacks detailed experimental validation such as cross-validation or robustness analysis.

iv. The comparison between algorithms is somewhat limited and could include additional baseline methods.

Thus the scientific approach is acceptable but requires further methodological justification and stronger experimental validation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant to machine learning and credit risk modeling. However: more recent studies (last 3–5 years) on machine learning applications in financial risk prediction should be included. Additional references related to digital lending and fintech credit scoring would strengthen the literature review.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but several grammatical and stylistic issues are present. Some sentences are lengthy or awkwardly structured. A thorough language editing and proofreading is recommended before publication. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The major limitation of the study is the use of simulated data instead of real-world banking datasets, which reduces the practical contribution of the work.

The methodology section should provide a clearer explanation of: Data generation procedure, Feature distributions, Parameter settings for the machine learning models.

The experimental section should include cross-validation or multiple runs to demonstrate model robustness.

More detailed discussion comparing the findings with existing credit risk studies is needed.

The conclusion should more clearly acknowledge the limitations of the simulated dataset.
Figure 4.16 does not exist.
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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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