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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.


	The evolution of reinforcement learning from traditional dynamic programming-based techniques to contemporary deep reinforcement learning paradigms is covered in this manuscript's thorough and well-structured review. The paper effectively combines current developments like model-based, offline, and multi-agent reinforcement learning with theoretical underpinnings. The paper tackles concern that are extremely pertinent to current research and practical implementation by highlighting practical challenges such as sample efficiency, stability, safety, robustness, and verification. All things considered, graduate students, researchers, and practitioners looking for a comprehensive grasp of modern reinforcement learning will find the paper to be a helpful resource.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the scope and content of the manuscript. It clearly indicates that the article is a comprehensive review spanning both classical reinforcements learning frameworks and modern deep learning–based approaches.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly outlines the motivation, scope, methodological coverage, and key challenges discussed in the manuscript. The abstract effectively summarizes both classical and modern perspectives of reinforcement learning. No major additions or deletions are required. However, a brief mention of representative application domains could further improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The theoretical concepts, algorithmic descriptions, and methodological discussions are accurate and consistent with established reinforcement learning literature. The progression from classical methods to deep reinforcement learning, model-based approaches, and offline learning is logically presented and well-supported by authoritative references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and up to date. The manuscript includes foundational works as well as recent high-quality journal surveys and review articles. The citation list appropriately balances classical contributions and recent developments, and no critical references appear to be missing.
	

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


	The language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clearly written, coherent, and professionally structured. Minor grammatical and stylistic refinements may be required in a few places, but these do not affect comprehension or technical clarity
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-organized and provides conceptual synthesis of reinforcement learning paradigms. The inclusion of summary tables or schematic diagrams comparing major algorithmic families could improve readability, Overall, the article is technically sound and suitable for publication after minor revisions.
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