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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 proposes an integrative framework for cloud-enabled digital transformation, combining governance, DevSecOps, zero-trust security, FinOps, and hybrid/multi-cloud patterns into a single model. It addresses an important practical need to move beyond fragmented guidance to an executable, organization-wide approach that balances scalability, security, and cost. The topic is timely given continued enterprise migration to cloud and the rise of policy-as-code and continuous compliance. With stronger empirical grounding (methods transparency, data, and threats-to-validity), the work could become a useful reference for practitioners and researchers alike.
	

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

	The current title is informative but long. Consider one of these concise alternatives:
1. “An Integrated Framework for Secure and Scalable Cloud-Driven Digital Transformation”

2. “ICTF/SSCTF: A Unified Model for Governance, DevSecOps, and FinOps in Hybrid/Multi-Cloud”

	

	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 on aims and components but can be tighter and more structured. I suggest: (i) one sentence on the problem gap, (ii) one on the proposed framework, (iii) two on methods (literature review, benchmarks, case vignettes), (iv) one on quantitative results (include specific figures once methods are clarified), and (v) one on implications/limitations. Avoid excessive citations in the abstract and remove marketing-style phrasing (“big part of how businesses are changing”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Conceptually, yes—the four-pillar structure (governance, agile/DevSecOps, security/compliance, and continuous optimization/FinOps) reflects current best practice. However, several issues must be resolved before the claims are fully supported:
1. Methods transparency: The “experimental benchmarking” and “case studies” require fuller detail (workload characteristics, datasets, clouds/regions, autoscaling policies, benchmark harness, metrics definitions, sample sizes, statistical treatment, and reproducibility artifacts).

2. Evidence strength: Some results (e.g., “35–60% better resource use” and “20–30% latency reduction”) read as indicative; please show baselines, variance, confidence intervals, and testbed constraints.

3. Case material: The “FinServ Corp” example is described as “hypothetical yet illustrative.” If no real cases are presented, re-label as a scenario; otherwise provide anonymized but auditable details and IRB/consent statements if interviews occurred.

4. Internal consistency: The paper names both ICTF and SSCTF; clarify whether SSCTF supersedes ICTF or is a layered refinement.

5. Figures/tables: Ensure all figures are numbered, referenced in text, and self-contained; remove duplicate blocks in Figure 1 text; standardize table captions and notation. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites many foundational sources and some recent works, but the evidence weight leans on blogs/vendor posts. Replace or augment these with peer-reviewed sources where possible. Consider adding: (i) recent studies on multi-cloud portability and policy-as-code; (ii) NIST SP 800-53 Rev. 5 for controls mapping; (iii) CSA Cloud Controls Matrix/STAR v4; (iv) recent FinOps empirical work; (v) contemporary zero-trust deployments beyond SP 800-207; and (vi) reliability/SRE literature for observability and error budgets. Where non-scholarly sources remain necessary, clearly mark them as “industry reports.”
	

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

	Readable overall, but the paper needs copy-editing for grammar, tense consistency, and style. Fix spacing/hyphenation (e.g., “zero- trust” → “zero-trust”), remove colloquialisms, consolidate repeated paragraphs, and standardize American vs. British spelling. Use a consistent reference style and ensure every in-text citation appears in the reference list.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	If interviews were conducted with professionals and organizational artifacts were reviewed, the manuscript must state consent, anonymization, and whether IRB/ethics approval was required or exempt. If the case is purely illustrative, say so explicitly and remove any implication of human-subjects research.
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