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	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.


	Using the method of double-layer networks, the authors study the issue of volatility and systemic risk in the CSI 300 market of China using complex networks and financial economics. The authors' results provide insights into how both the structure of the market and the process of risk transmission through the market evolve over time due to changes in the macroeconomic environment, which allow stakeholders including regulators, investors and researchers to gain valuable knowledge regarding market resilience, volatility dynamics and systemic risk management. As such, the authors provide a contribution to the growing body of work on network-based analysis of financial markets, particularly within the context of emerging markets such as China.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately describes the purpose and methodology of this research. No changes need to be made to this title but an alternative option that is more descriptive may be: 'Analysing the Volatility of the CSI 300 Stock Market Using Complex Network and Double Layer Analysis.'
	

	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 contains all necessary information on the study’s objectives and methodologies, results, and conclusions. However, in order to strengthen this section, the abstract should include an explicit statement regarding the innovativeness of the double-layer network approach versus what has already been published. Additionally, including some brief comments on policy and practical implications of the research would improve the Abstract even more.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This paper is methodologically sound for the stated objectives and scientifically valid. It employs a correlation-based network model to estimate density, modularity, and clustering coefficients, consistent with established practices. Its harmonic mean of degrees of each node is also consistent with standard practice. The two-layered networks presented logically, with several results being logically interpreted. However, greater clarity on the choices made and robustness checks performed on the parameters would increase the work's scientific validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references contained in the manuscript are, for the most part, adequate and relevant to the subject matter of financial networks and systemic risk, primarily including foundational and newer/similar studies. The majority of the cited references are recent and have been appropriately selected to correspond with the methodology of this work. The authors could enhance the reviewing of the literature section by adding a small number of recent studies on multilayer or multiplex financially interconnected networks applied specifically to emerging financial markets.
	

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


	The quality of the manuscript's language meets the standard for academic writing. Overall, the language is easy to read and understand; however, there are a few minor errors related to grammar and formatting that could benefit from professional editing or careful proofreading for improved clarity and flow.
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