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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.

	The research material; volatility and risk assessment in connection with sectors of NIFTY indices; is applicable to portfolio management, sector rotation, and regulatory stress on an emerging market like India. A clear and transparent comparative study of sector VaR/CVaR would be of use to both academics and market agents. However, the current version contains serious mathematical errors, contradictions to experiments, and no rigorous verification, which significantly weakens its scientific quality and reliability.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is quiet aligned with the content, but it over-promises on risk analysis, because reading the paper, it only uses a basic GBM & Monte Carlo with fixed σ and limited validation.
I would suggest the following title: “Value-at-Risk and Conditional Value-at-Risk Estimation for NIFTY Sector Indices: A Monte Carlo GBM Approach”
	

	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 is too narrative, has no actual quantitative measure (confidence levels, horizon and simulation details). They should include α levels (95%/99%), short data description, number of simulated studies, and main plausible results. Also, they should eliminate broad macro remarks and unsupported assertions, and replace that with the purpose and added value of your work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Here is a detailed list of the mathematical/econometrical errors in the model, starting with the mathematic foundation until the economic interpretation:

Mathematical Foundation:
· The paper states that “Brownian motion W(t) follows an exponential distribution”, which is incorrect; by definition, W(t) ~ N(0,t). The stochastic differential equation (SDE) for a Geometric Brownian Motion should be stated explicitly as  
dS_t = μ S_t dt + σ S_t dW_t,
with the closed-form solution
S_t = S_0 exp[(μ − ½σ²)t + σW_t].
Using a wrong distributional assumption erode any forcasted Monte Carlo simulation and, eventually, the VaR and CVaR estimates resulting from it.
· The manuscript assumes that log returns are normally distributed and independent yet provides no diagnostic evidence. Normality tests are crucial. 
· Empirical work on NIFTY sectors consistently shows fat tails (kurtosis > 3) and volatility clustering.
· The drift parameter μ appears to be computed as a simple average daily return without clear annualization or scaling methodology. This absence of clarity can twist simulated price paths/trends and risk metrics.
Data Quality:
· No plausible descriptive statistics: For example, the PSU Bank sector shows a mean daily return of approximately 5.6%, implying unrealistic annualized growth exceeding 70,000% (indexing or scaling errors to check).
· Inconsistent min and max: Several sectors report identical minimum and maximum values, indicating possible data-cleaning or coding mistakes (to check).
· The paper takes off key procedures such as adjustments for stock splits, dividends, and survivorship bias which are all critical when working with Indian equity series.
· The dataset construction process, random seed settings, and code are not disclosed, making the results not reproducible.
Risk Metric Validity:
· Inconsistent VaR/CVaR figures: Reported tail risk values do not align with the stated volatility. For example, for FMCG (index appro at 55,500, daily σ appro at 1%), a 100-day 95% VaR should approximate 2.6 × σ × √100 = 26%, yet the table reports only 1.6%  internal inconsistency.
· Unit error: Risk metrics are labeled as “Rs.” when they are actually expressed in index points; this can mislead readers about scale and magnitude.
· Absence of validation: No back testing is done to evaluate whether the simulated VaR/CVaR levels match historical data.
Model Choice:
· Unrealistic constant-volatility assumption: The GBM model presumes constant σ and normally distributed returns, yet NIFTY sector data exhibits volatility clustering and heavy tails.
· Better-suited alternatives: Models such as GARCH (1, 1) or EGARCH with Student-t innovations should be considered as baselines. 
Economic Interpretation:
· Statements about inflation rates, RBI policy, and other macroeconomic factors are anecdotal and lack citations.
· The analysis does not connect VaR/CVaR results to portfolio allocation, sector hedging strategies, or regulatory risk capital requirements.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	You should add foundational references, for example; (Samuelson 1965; Black & Scholes 1973; Merton 1976 for jumps; Hull for textbook clarity) and key empirical stylized-facts papers (e.g., Cont 2001; Poon & Granger 2003). Add risk measurement standards like: (J.P. Morgan/Reuters Risk Metrics 1996; Danielsson’s work), VaR backtesting references (Kupiec 1995; Christoffersen 1998).

	

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

	Overall, the manuscript is clear and understandable in English; however, it would benefit from more precise phrasing and more academic language. Some sentences are longer than they ought to be (repetition or casual macro commentary on the side). Be concise and straight to the point while backing up the result or idea with a citation. Also, you need to standardize tense, give full referencing of the external figures/data sources, and presenting technical terms such as μ, σ, dt uniformly throughout (add a nomenclature).

	

	Optional/General comments

	· Harmonize figure numbering (some panels referenced do not appear, e.g., “1(i)”). Just make sure numbers are correct and matching your figures’ captions.
· Use consistent date formats and enlighten whether “FY 2024/2025” refers to fiscal or calendar year.
· Ensure all numbers have units (index points vs percent) and consistently precise.
· Provide sector tickers (e.g., NIFTYIT, NIFTYFMCG) and exact download dates from the NSE.
	





	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704][bookmark: _Hlk209632241][bookmark: _Hlk209784699][bookmark: _Hlk210487174]PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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