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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 topic discussed in the manuscript is timely and pertinent as it presents agentic ransomware in industrial systems that run on AI. The research methodologies and the suggested framework of resilience are robust, but there can be better explanations and presentation. On the whole, the paper is useful and can be published with several modifications.
	














































PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent 
        The title is concise and succinct as well as names the scope, approach and the main focus of the manuscript.       
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
         The abstract is exhaustive and it provides a clear summary of the aims, methodology, major findings, and contributions of the study.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
         The abstract is exhaustive and it provides a clear summary of the aims, methodology, major findings, and contributions of the study.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
         The background information is adequate and properly organized giving a solid base to the study. Nevertheless, some additional work on conciseness and structure would make it even clearer.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
         The objectives are also well defined and clear and presented in line with the general purpose of the study.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
        The literature review is very relevant and it serves the research context well and formulation of the problem.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
         The literature review is not old and covers the most recent studies and the developments in the field.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
         The methodology of the literature search process is not described; the additional information regarding the selection criteria and sources should be provided to enhance the transparency.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
        A critical analysis is covered in the literature review, but it could be further enhanced by the extensive comparison and identification of gaps in the literature review.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
        The gaps in the research and the formulation of significant future directions are clearly defined in the manuscript in line with the study.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
        The analysis of the results leads to the logical conclusions and is properly supported by the analysis provided in the study.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
        The limitations are merely discussed in brief; a more detailed discussion of the limitations will enhance the clarity and strength of the study.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
        The sources that cite the works are mostly reputable and pertinent, but more high-impact peer-reviewed journals would have been an added benefit in enhancing the quality.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
       The text is not difficult to comprehend and it is, in general, comprehensible, but small changes in the language and formatting can be made to contribute to the better readability
	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
          The manuscript covers a topical and considerable issue in the field of AI-based industrial system cybersecurity. It includes a clear-cut structure with quantitative analysis and applicable data sets. Nevertheless, some changes are necessary to increase the levels of clarity in the methodological descriptions, the discussion of limitations, and the consistency of language and formatting. Once these points are discussed, the manuscript will be fit to be published.

The paper deals with a timely and a developing topic and introduces a new conceptual contribution in the field of agentic ransomware and AI-based industrial systems. The methodology is clear and results are clearly presented, but there are a few areas including description of methods, discussion of limitations and slight improvements of language should be addressed. 


	





PART  3: 
	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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