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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The manuscript contributes meaningfully to the growing body of literature on digital banking adoption in rural India—a domain that remains significantly underexplored despite rapid technological expansion. By comparing service quality dimensions of public and private sector banks, the study provides valuable, data-driven insights into user satisfaction, digital inclusiveness, and service delivery gaps. The findings can guide policymakers, bank administrators, and practitioners in strengthening digital infrastructure, enhancing customer experience, and bridging the digital divide. Overall, the paper is relevant, timely, and beneficial to both academic and applied financial research communities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the study’s objectives. It captures the comparison between public and private sector banks as well as the focus on digital service quality and satisfaction.
	

	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 is well structured and informative. However, it may be improved by:

· Adding information on the sampling method used.

· Mentioning questionnaire validation or reliability briefly.

· Condensing the narrative to avoid repetition of results.
Overall, the abstract successfully communicates the purpose, methods, and key findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology aligns with the objectives, and the analytical tools (WMS, AWMS, t-test) are appropriate. The results are clearly presented and logically discussed.
However, the following improvements are suggested:

· Include details of reliability measures such as Cronbach’s alpha.

· Provide more clarity on the sampling technique.

· Add a short limitations section to strengthen academic rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and mostly recent, covering key literature from 2020–2023. Additional sources that may enhance the literature review include:

1. Singh & Rana (2022) – E-banking adoption in rural India

2. Deloitte (2023) – Digital banking maturity in India
Including these may strengthen the theoretical background.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical refinements and reduction of repetitive explanations—especially in the Results and Discussion sections—would improve overall readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Ensure formatting consistency across all tables.

  A conceptual framework figure may improve the manuscript’s structure.

  Adding a future research agenda will enhance relevance.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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