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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 makes a valuable contribution to the financial stability literature by demonstrating the efficacy of an integrated methodological framework that bridges traditional econometric approaches with modern machine learning and explainable AI techniques. By applying this hybrid approach to the persistent challenge of Non-Performing Assets in the Indian banking sector, the study offers a replicable model for researchers seeking to enhance both inferential rigor and predictive accuracy in credit risk analysis. The use of SHAP to interpret "black-box" machine learning models addresses a critical gap in the literature, providing a pathway for more transparent and policy-relevant data-driven research. Furthermore, the study's emphasis on dynamic persistence and cross-sectional dependence underscores the importance of accounting for systemic interlinkages in banking research, offering insights that extend beyond the Indian context to emerging economies facing similar financial stability challenges.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	
No, There are no ethical issues. The study uses publicly available secondary data (macroeconomic and banking indicators) and does not involve human or animal subjects. The authors have also declared that no competing interests exist, which is an appropriate ethical declaration for this type of research..

	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript offers a methodologically ambitious contribution by integrating panel econometrics, machine learning, and explainable artificial intelligence (SHAP) to examine the determinants and predictive dynamics of Non-Performing Assets (NPAs) across Indian banking groups. The hybrid analytical framework is a key strength, effectively combining the inferential rigor of panel data techniques with the predictive capacity of ensemble learning methods such as XGBoost. The application of robust diagnostic procedures—including the Hausman test, Breusch-Pagan test for heteroskedasticity, Durbin-Watson test for serial correlation, and Pesaran's CD test for cross-sectional dependence—reflects careful attention to econometric validity.
Notwithstanding these strengths, several technical considerations merit attention. First, the Hausman test yields a statistic of 0.0000 with a p-value of 1.0000, which is  a typical and may indicate computational anomalies or near-perfect multicollinearity in the fixed effects estimation; further verification of this result would enhance confidence in the model selection. Second, despite compelling evidence of NPA persistence—evidenced by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.0276 and the SHAP analysis identifying lagged NPA as the dominant predictor—the econometric specification excludes a lagged dependent variable, potentially introducing omitted variable bias into the coefficient estimates. From a machine learning perspective, the manuscript would benefit from a more detailed exposition of the modeling protocol, including the train-test split strategy, cross-validation approach, and hyperparameter tuning procedures employed for Random Forest and XGBoost. Additionally, while the SHAP analysis provides valuable interpretability, the current summary aggregations across time and bank groups may obscure important heterogeneity; future extensions could explore subgroup-level variations to enrich policy insights.

The author should include a lagged NPA variable in their econometric model to account for the strong persistence observed in the data, which would reduce omitted variable bias and better reflect the dynamic nature of asset quality. Additionally, they should clarify their machine learning methodology by specifying the train-test split, cross-validation approach, and hyperparameter settings to improve reproducibility. Finally, the unusual Hausman test result (0.0000 statistic with p = 1.0000) should be verified to ensure the correct model specification.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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