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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.

	The manuscript addresses an important reliability problem in microservices-based financial platforms, where partial failures and cascading dependencies can affect transaction processing and service continuity. It brings together work on anomaly detection, time-series forecasting, classification, and reinforcement learning, and relates these approaches to observability, data engineering, model maintenance, explainability, and regulatory considerations. Its useful contribution is the synthesis of model-selection trade-offs and the identification of limited published evaluation on production financial platforms. The manuscript could be valuable to researchers and practitioners, but its contribution would be stronger with a transparent literature-search methodology, a more critical evidence-based comparison, and clearer separation between findings supported by published studies and the authors’ proposed implications.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

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

	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
	4
	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. 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
	3
	




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. The title is specific and consistent with the manuscript’s scope.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly. It summarizes the review’s scope, techniques, challenges, and future directions. Add one sentence describing the search and selection method, once that method is documented in the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The central concepts and overall framing are broadly plausible for a narrative review. However, the paper does not explain how studies were identified and selected, and some statements about predictive benefits are presented more strongly than the evidence described supports. Distinguish demonstrated findings from proposed applications, define the evaluation criteria more precisely, and ensure the figures and comparison tables are clearly identified as conceptual or evidence-derived.

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and offers a readable high-level synthesis, with useful attention to the gap in production financial-platform evidence. However, the review method is not sufficiently transparent to establish the completeness or reproducibility of the literature coverage, and the analysis is more descriptive than critical in several sections. I recommend major revision, provided the journal accepts a narrative review and the authors can substantially strengthen the methodology, evidence synthesis, and presentation. The manuscript should not be accepted in its current form.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partly. The references include relevant foundational and peer-reviewed sources, but the review needs a more current and directly targeted body of literature. Verify bibliographic details and citation-to-reference consistency, and add recent studies relevant to predictive failure modelling in microservices and financial-service workloads.
	

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

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

	No clear ethical breach is identifiable from the manuscript alone. The authors include declarations on AI assistance and competing interests. The reviewer cannot independently verify authorship, originality, or compliance from the supplied document; routine editorial similarity and reference checks remain appropriate.
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