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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
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	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 review addresses an important issue for accounting research and practice because forensic accounting now draws on accounting, law, digital evidence, data analytics and professional judgement. The manuscript makes a useful contribution by separating risk signals from evidential conclusions and by treating forensic accounting as an engagement-oriented practice rather than a single detection technique. Its discussion of professional boundaries, model validity, digital provenance and human oversight is timely and generally well balanced. With a more reproducible account of the literature search and a few reference and scope corrections, the chapter should be valuable to researchers, educators and practitioners.
	






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
	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

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

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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. The title accurately reflects the manuscript's scope and critical narrative approach. It is long, but each element is represented in the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract states the purpose, search period, principal synthesis and practical implications. The authors could improve it further by identifying the review as purposive and noting that no formal study count is available.
	


	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, subject to the revisions below. The main arguments are careful and scientifically defensible, but the review process and evidential basis should be easier to audit.

1. Report the date on which each source was last searched and provide the full platform-specific search strings in a supplement. The representative combinations are helpful, but they do not allow another researcher to repeat the search.

2. State how many reviewers performed searching, screening, appraisal and synthesis. Explain how disagreements or borderline sources were handled. If one author completed all stages, identify this as a limitation because selection and interpretation were not independently checked.

3. The decision not to report screening counts is understandable for an iterative narrative review, but readers still need an audit trail. Provide at least the number of included sources, the number excluded after full-text assessment, broad reasons for exclusion and a dated search log. A compact evidence table linking included studies to theme, design, jurisdiction and appraisal would strengthen the review considerably.

4. Clarify how SANRA was used. If it only guided reporting, say so. If the manuscript was formally scored, report who scored it, when the scoring occurred and the item-level result.

5. Several passages on interviewing, corroboration, entity resolution, chain of custody, legal admissibility and expert evidence contain important practice claims but rely on broad or adjacent audit and digital-forensics sources. Add direct forensic accounting, evidence, interviewing and expert-witness authorities where available. Also explain more clearly when findings from external audit research are being transferred to forensic engagements rather than observed directly in that setting.

6. The professional standards discussion relies mainly on United States and international audit sources. Since the manuscript makes claims about professional identity and governance, add a small comparative treatment of at least two additional jurisdictions or narrow the global language accordingly. Differences in privilege, expert duties, independence and licensing should not be presented as though one framework applies universally.

7. Distinguish more consistently among forensic accounting, fraud examination, financial statement fraud prediction and digital forensics. The manuscript recognizes these boundaries, but some technology evidence still comes from audit studies and is then used to discuss forensic practice. A short evidence-transfer framework would help readers see which conclusions are direct, which are analogous and which remain proposals.

8. Review the priority ordering in Table 5. The numbering suggests a firm ranking, yet no explicit method for ranking priorities is given. Either explain the criteria used to order the items or label them as thematic priorities without numerical rank.

9. Tighten a few broad statements. For example, claims about what courts and regulators require should specify jurisdiction or be expressed as common evidential expectations. Claims about the field's strongest contribution should be presented as the authors' synthesis rather than an established empirical finding.

10. The final version should include a completed citation audit. Garfinkel (2010) appears twice in the reference list. Check that every table citation appears in the text and reference list, verify the bibliographic details of recent 2025 and 2026 sources, and apply one style consistently to organisational authors, article numbers, supplements and book chapters.
	





	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor corrections. The references are generally relevant, recent and drawn from credible peer-reviewed or professional sources. The list should be checked for duplication and consistency, including the repeated Garfinkel (2010) entry. More direct authorities are also needed for interviewing, evidence law, expert testimony and professional obligations outside the United States. Please verify all recent records and ensure that every substantive practice claim is supported by the source cited.
	

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

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

	NO. This is a literature review and does not report human participants or personal data. The authors have disclosed their use of language and reference-formatting tools. They should confirm that the disclosure complies with the publisher's policy and that all generated wording, citations and bibliographic details were independently verified.
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