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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This study provides valuable insights into optimizing system performance through user-centric design and technological integration. The findings highlight the crucial role of active user participation in improving system quality and suggest a balanced approach to adopting cloud computing to enhance efficiency and functionality.
These results can guide banking management and researchers in advancing system innovation and addressing digitalization challenges effectively.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title of the article is suitable
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive in summarizing the key components of the study, including its objective, methodology, findings, and implications.
Suggestions for improvement.

it does not explicitly state the specific problem or gap in knowledge the study addresses. Adding a brief sentence about the challenges faced by private national banks in Bandung with current systems would provide better context.

providing numerical values or emphasizing which factor has a greater impact (as shown in the results section) would strengthen the abstract's effectiveness.

Mentioning SEM and PLS might be unnecessary unless the intended audience is technical. A simpler explanation of the methodology might make the abstract more accessible to a broader audience.

The abstract could end with a concise statement summarizing the study's contribution rather than reiterating points already made.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the abstract, methodology, results, and discussion provided in the manuscript, the study appears to be scientifically correct and adheres to standard research practices.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided in the manuscript appear relevant and include foundational works and recent studies up to 2023, indicating that the authors have considered both classic and current literature.
Since the study is situated in Bandung, Indonesia, citing more region-specific studies on cloud computing. Adoption and challenges in Southeast Asia or similar emerging economies would provide richer context.

Although the manuscript cites studies on user involvement, including meta-analyses or systematic reviews on this topic could strengthen the theoretical framework.
Adding references on the intersection of digital transformation, banking, and accounting systems could enhance the manuscript's relevance in a global context.


	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is generally appropriate for scholarly communication, but there are areas that could benefit from minor revisions for enhanced clarity, precision, and professionalism.
Some sentences are long and complex, making them harder to follow. Breaking them into shorter sentences can improve readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The manuscript does not appear to raise any ethical issues
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	The manuscript does not explicitly mention any competing interests or conflicts of interest.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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