Manuscript ID: QNUJS-A2547
Title: A Review of Decision Tree Applications in Digital Banking Transaction Fraud Detection
Dear Editor and Reviewers,
We would like to sincerely thank both reviewers for their valuable time, insightful comments, and constructive feedback on our manuscript. We are grateful that both reviewers acknowledged the scientific and practical value of our work, as well as the clarity, organization, and academic rigor of the paper.
We have reviewed and revised the entire manuscript based on the very valuable and constructive comments from the two reviewers, with the aim of further enhancing the academic quality and transparency of the study. Below is a detailed response to each of the reviewers’ comments.

Response to Reviewer 1
Comment 1: The Literature Review section overlaps partially with the Findings and Discussion sections; it would benefit from clearer separation between background synthesis (previous studies) and new insights from this review.
Response: We have refined the section 2.2. Decision Tree algorith by removing citations that conclude the effectiveness of the Decision Tree model in fraud detection, and instead focused on explaining the model’s operating mechanism, in line with its role as a theoretical foundation in the Literature Review.
Comment 2: The Discussion could be expanded to explicitly connect bibliometric results (ex, keyword networks, thematic maps) to real-world implications or theoretical frameworks.
Response: The Discussion section has been expanded to clearly connect bibliometric findings with theoretical and practical implications.
Comment 3: Adding a “Limitations and Future Work” subsection, distinct from the general conclusion, would improve academic rigor and transparency
Response: The previous 5. Conclusion and Recommendations section has been divided into two separate parts: 5. Limitations and Future Works and 6. Conclusion, to clarify the study’s limitations and future research directions.
We sincerely appreciate the reviewer’s positive assessment and final recommendation to accept the manuscript with no further revision.

Response to Reviewer 2
Comment 1: Abstract (Vietnamese version): correct “Cây quyết” to “Cây quyết định”; and change “Phương pháp Prisma” to “, Phương pháp PRISMA”.
Response: The Vietnamese abstract has been corrected as suggested — “Cây quyết” is now “Cây quyết định”, and “Phương pháp Prisma” has been replaced with “Phương pháp PRISMA”.
Comment 2: Method section (page 9): specify the time period of the 238 collected papers to show data currency and highlight future trends.
Response: We have added information about the time range (2010–2025) of the 238 publications in the Method section to emphasize the data’s timeliness and to reflect recent research trends in fraud detection based on the Decision Tree.
Comment 3: Conclusion and Recommendations (page 12): Clarify the third recommendation to propose a risk governance framework in digital banking by combining Decision Tree models with security and transparency technologies.
Response: The third recommendation has been revised to propose the integration of Decision Tree models with advanced security and transparency technologies, such as blockchain or decentralized identity systems with strong data traceability and authentication capabilities, as a potential research direction.
We greatly appreciate Reviewer 2’s positive remarks regarding the study’s methodological rigor, data reliability, and comprehensive references, as well as their constructive suggestions for improvement.
In summary, all comments from both reviewers have been fully addressed in the revised version. We have highlighted all changes in the manuscript using the Text Highlight Color function for easy reference.
Sincerely,
(Corresponding Author)
On behalf of co-authors




