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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.


	The manuscript is important for the scientific community since it advances the theoretical basis for the effective scaling of machine learning systems in e-commerce cybersecurity, a very complex domain. Through the ML Scaling Framework, it tackles all operational, governance, and technical issues that stand in the way of a sustainable AI implementation in security settings. Therefore, researchers are set up to be knowledgeable about resilient AI systems integrated with organizational policies, monitored in real time, and adversarial resilient as their value benefits among adversarial defense scenarios. Also, the empirical validation of the framework and the resultant guidance in implementation are of benefit to both the academic environment and the industry in scaling com- pliance-adaptive cybersecurity solutions in the digital age.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title resonates well; in a sense, the two didactic Kosmos that characterized the study of scientific thought frames defend the pertinence of the name proposed, i.e., the development of the strategic framework for scaling machine learning for e-commerce cybersecurity. It really makes it evident that the study is on operational scalability and resilience engineering on cybersecurity, two domains grasping the attention of the community members and thus informative for the dear target audience.
	

	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.


	Comprehensively, the abstract accommodates the entire life span of the ML Scaling Framework: its creation, validation, and main findings, including performance metrics and models for strategic implementation. A short sentence on the theoretical basis of the framework laced by TOE and DCT could bring further relevance to both theory and practice, thus enabling the reader from either backdrop to appreciate the research better.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically rigorous, utilizing suitable methodologies such as Negative Binomial regression, interrupted time series, and influence diagnostics to validate the framework. Theories such as TOE and DCT are furthermore adopted to provide conceptual rigor; however, a complete review of all empirical analyses and data remains necessary.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References in the manuscript are generally satisfactory and include recent studies spanning 2023-2025, indicating up-to-date investigations with respect to ML, cybersecurity, and organizational schemes. To complement the manuscript, one could certainly add references on the emergent topics of AI governance standards from the likes of IEEE or from recent framework compliance updates from GDPR.
	

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


	Although still scholarly, the particular English used in the article tends to be slightly colloquial. The article is fully fluent in English, articulating very abstract concepts in the clearest way, and carries an academic tone throughout. Perhaps there are peculiar idiosyncratic constructions there and elsewhere, but none can be called outright grammatically questionable or stylistically inappropriate to the point of considering it a digression from scientific discourse.
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