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	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 paper takes a close look at how whistle-blowing systems, internal checks, and professional know-how help reduce financial fraud in Nigeria’s public sector. By focusing on federal ministries, departments, and agencies (FMDAs), it sheds light on the specific challenges these institutions face like fear, backlash, and a culture of silence that often get in the way of fighting fraud. The results highlight just how important it is to protect whistleblowers, build strong internal systems, and hold professionals accountable. The study offers a down-to-earth guide for policymakers and researchers who want to improve transparency and good governance in developing countries.
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	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Section 2.1.1 Financial Fraud is missing
The details of the questionnaire are missing. Even in data analysis the reader cannot make out what the questionnaire was about, who were the respondent( their overall background as the manuscript only mentions they are Head of Departments) and what was the outcome.
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	The authors should include Section 2.1.1 on review. The questionnaire should be included and what was the average score for each question should also be reported in Data Analysis part. The results obtained should be explained in more detailed manner and clearly. The implications from the study and suggestions should also be included.
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