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	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.


	This manuscript is critically important as it addresses a pervasive and costly challenge in modern cybersecurity: the failure of static, compliance-driven security models to detect insider threats and account takeovers in real-time. It presents a novel, empirically-validated framework (ABA-ZTCV) that unifies behavioral analytics, graph-sequence hybrid modeling, and bi-objective optimization to operationalize Zero Trust principles. The study provides a significant contribution by offering a holistic solution that not only improves detection accuracy and speed but also explicitly balances security with user experience, a trade-off often overlooked in prior research. The rigorous cross-dataset evaluation and alignment with NIST standards make its findings highly relevant for both academia and industry practitioners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is suitable and comprehensive. It accurately reflects the manuscript's core contributions: "Elevating Continuous Verification," "Advanced Behavioral Analytics," and the focus on "Insider Threats and Account Takeovers." It is descriptive and appropriate for a scholarly article.
	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive. It effectively summarizes the problem, methodology, key results, and implications. To further strengthen it, I suggest one minor addition:

Suggestion: After stating the results (93% accuracy, etc.), briefly mention the core technical innovation that enabled this performance. For example: "This performance was achieved through a novel Graph-Sequence Hybrid model and a bi-objective policy optimization routine that balanced security and friction." This would immediately highlight the methodological novelty alongside the empirical results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The research design is appropriate, employing multiple reputable datasets (LANL, CERT, DARPA OpTC) for validation. The methodology is detailed and rigorous, featuring advanced techniques like Graph Convolutional Networks, LSTMs, Bayesian calibration, and a clearly defined bi-objective optimization function. The results are presented with a variety of metrics (AUC, TTD, TTR, Friction Rate) and supported by tables and figures, which lends credibility to the findings. The discussion effectively contextualizes the results within the existing literature and real-world incidents.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive, relevant, and notably very recent (many from 2024-2025), which strengthens the manuscript's position at the forefront of current research. They adequately cover the domains of Zero Trust, behavioral analytics, insider threats, and ATO. The use of NIST standards and real-world breach reports is commendable. No additional references are necessary.
	

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


	The language quality is generally high and suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, professional, and technical. There are a few minor grammatical errors and slightly awkward phrasings (e.g., "It seems probable that..." in the Problem Statement could be strengthened to "Evidence indicates that..."). A thorough proofreading pass is recommended to polish these minor issues, but they do not detract from the overall clarity and quality of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a strong manuscript that makes a valuable contribution. The proposed ABA-ZTCV framework appears well-designed, and its evaluation is thorough. The integration of drift control and counterfactual policy evaluation is a particularly praiseworthy aspects that address significant gaps in the literature. The manuscript is well-organised and follows a logical flow from introduction to conclusion. The figures and tables are effective in supporting the results.
The recommendation for Minor Revision is based on the need for:

1. Proofreading: A final, careful read to correct minor grammatical errors and improve sentence fluency in a few places. 

Example from the manuscript:
· Original Phrasing: "It seems probable that modern cybersecurity defenses fail to detect..." (This is slightly informal for a research paper).

· Suggested Improvement: "Evidence indicates that modern cybersecurity defences often fail to detect..." or "A key problem is that modern cybersecurity defences frequently fail to detect..."

This point is about polishing the language to make it flawless and more professional.

2. Abstract Enhancement: The minor suggested addition to the abstract to immediately highlight the core technical innovation.

What it means: The abstract is good, but it can be made even stronger. Currently, it states what the framework achieved (93% accuracy, etc.), but it should also immediately hint at how it was achieved. This grabs the reader's attention and highlights the paper's novelty right from the start.
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