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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 offers a rare, end-to-end view of ML adoption and implementation for e-commerce cybersecurity, spanning policy/management drivers, MLOps execution, and measured runtime trade-offs (F1/latency/FPR) under throughput and label-noise stress. By combining (i) a Eurostat adoption model with country fixed effects, (ii) a streaming IDS experiment on CSE-CIC-IDS2018 with ANCOVA, and (iii) causal matching on UK CSBS microdata, it moves past “intention to adopt” and quantifies what actually enables production deployment. The practical recommendations (budget ring-fencing, drift telemetry, label-noise audits, privacy-by-design/model cards) are implementable and timely for SOC/MLOps teams.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, suitable and specific.
	

	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 clear and includes datasets, methods, key effects (e.g., ORs, βs, ATT), and recommendations. Two light edits could improve usability:

1. Add N or scope hints for each dataset slice (e.g., Eurostat cell count; number of streaming windows) for scale transparency.

2. Explicitly state the practical effect size meaning (e.g., “+1k rec/s lowers F1 by ≈0.0063, adding ≈2.25ms latency per batch”) in one sentence to aid rapid scanning


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodologically sound and reproducible: clear GLM specification with country fixed effects and clustered SEs; streaming RF with ANCOVA on window-level metrics; and propensity-score matching with caliper, balance checks (|SMD|≤0.10), and Abadie–Imbens SEs. Assumptions and diagnostics are stated (e.g., heteroskedastic-robust SEs, leverage checks). One suggestion: add a brief robustness appendix (e.g., alternative classifiers/log-loss; alternate calipers; sensitivity to class prevalence) and a short power/precision note for the ATT.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are recent (2023–2025) and span adoption theory (UTAUT/TOE/DOI), governance (NIST AI RMF), and e-commerce threat reports. Consider adding:

· A dedicated concept-drift survey to complement Pham et al. (2024).

· A recent API-security standard/practice citation (e.g., OWASP API Security Top-10 2023) to reinforce the API findings.

· One pragmatic SOC/MLOps case study beyond Visa (e.g., public cloud provider threat detection blog/whitepaper) for operational color.


	

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


	Yes—clear, technical, and consistent. Minor editorial nits: a few duplicated spaces/line breaks and one mid-sentence period around the Literature Review section ending; these are trivial copyedits.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Consider a small “Threat-to-Metric” table mapping common e-commerce threats (ATO, API abuse, bots, data exfiltration) to the evaluated metrics (F1/FPR/latency) and the recommended pipeline controls (noise audits, drift telemetry, PII-drop).

· In Results, add an inset explaining “capacity–accuracy frontier” in plain language for manager readers.

· Provide a short “Repro Pack” link (code/data recipe) if journal policy allows.
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