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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 ambitious, technically sophisticated, and clearly written. It addresses a strategic and underexplored area: the application of an advanced continuous-verification framework (ABA-ZTCV) to the cyber-physical energy infrastructure of Cameroon. The paper integrates reliability analytics, graph-theoretic topology examination, and anomaly-detection simulation using feeder load data. It demonstrates an impressive level of methodological rigor and technical fluency.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the paper accurately, though a more precise version may be:

“Telemetry-Driven Continuous Verification for Cyber-Physical Security in Cameroon’s Energy Sector: An ABA-ZTCV Adaptation”
	

	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 technically strong but too dense, too compressed, and highly mathematical for an abstract. It reads more like a compact technical summary than an accessible overview of the study. Important elements—context, motivation, and concise explanations—are overshadowed by heavy terminology and statistical details.

In its current state, the abstract is not fully comprehensive for a general engineering or energy-systems readership.
Suggested Deletions / Reductions

· Remove heavy formula-like elements (ΔAPL, ΔLCC).

· Reduce numerical detail (e.g., no need to include all SAIDI ranges and exact percentages in the abstract).

· Remove long explanations of detection thresholds and backtesting parameters.

· Avoid jargon-heavy phrases that do not serve high-level communication.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The science in this manuscript is fundamentally sound.
No major methodological flaw is observed.
However, transparency and reproducibility can be improved.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, current, and relevant.
Recent sources from 2022–2025 are well represented.
Only duplication and minor formatting issues need correction.
	

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


	Yes, the manuscript demonstrates strong command of academic English, but it is not fully suitable yet.
It needs moderate refinement for clarity, conciseness, and smoother readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is extremely technical and mathematical.
While correct, some readers in management, policy, or general engineering backgrounds may find sections dense.

Recommendation:

· Add short intuitive summaries at the beginning or end of each major subsection.

· Provide plain-language interpretations of key formulas.
· Several figures and tables repeat similar patterns (e.g., Figures 1–3).
Condensing or merging would improve flow.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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