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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 insurance sector plays a critical role in maintaining financial system stability. Increasing digital threats, regulatory reforms, and macroeconomic uncertainties have heightened concerns about insurers’ solvency. A critical review of literature on this subject is timely and contributes significantly to both academic research and policy formulation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, its suitable and gives an idea about the article.
	

	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.


	Abstract is not structured. It states the purpose and theoretical framework.

At the same time abstract is having following key issues which should be address –

1. Grammatically it is not proper
2. To repetitive for e.g. “significant nexus has been established” s repeated too many times.

3. It is not included why this review is needed or gaps in literature and how it contributes to literature? These are important for strong abstract.

4. Methodology is explained is very weak. Simply saying “systematic review” is not enough. It should explain time period, database source reviewed.
5. Practical implications and policy relevance are missing.

It needs major revision. I will rate 5/10 for abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript mostly describes studies but does not clearly state the gaps in previous literature. It does not explain what is new in this study. Methodology is very weak. The methodology only says: The study is based on a systematic literature review… several literature works have been reviewed” whereas scientific review must specify database used, keywords searched, inclusion & exclusion criteria, PRISMA process etc. 
Finally review should summarize following: 
1. Compare the results,

2. Identify research trends,

3. Develop conceptual framework,

4. Propose future research agenda.


	

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

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


	The overall quality of English language expression requires improvement. It is recommended that the author carefully revise the manuscript for language, preferably with professional English editing support.

	

	Optional/General comments


	Need major revision especially in methodology with mention of database source, time period and PRISMA process which is a essential part of systematic review.
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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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