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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	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.
	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by addressing a critical gap in the integration of governance, compliance, and adaptive resilience within autonomous cyber-physical systems in smart manufacturing. By proposing the Policy Resilient Orchestrator (PRO), it advances the state of the art through a unified, simulation-driven framework that combines multi-objective optimization, reinforcement learning, and runtime verification. The study not only strengthens theoretical understanding of runtime policy orchestration but also provides a scalable and reproducible methodological blueprint for researchers working in Industry 4.0 and 5.0 environments. Its emphasis on adaptive, policy-driven control under dynamic and adversarial conditions enhances the reliability and trustworthiness of intelligent industrial systems, thereby supporting future developments in secure and resilient automation. 
	








PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, precise, and highly informative, effectively reflecting the core focus of the study. It accurately conveys the key components, runtime policy orchestration, autonomous industrial control, smart manufacturing systems, and the unified framework addressing governance, compliance, and adaptive resilience. While slightly lengthy, it is appropriate for a high-impact, technical manuscript and aligns well with the depth and scope of the research. 
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, effectively summarizing the research problem, methodological approach, proposed framework (PRO), and key findings. It clearly highlights the integration of advanced techniques such as PPO, NSGA-II, and digital twins, while also presenting quantitative results and statistical validation. Additionally, it outlines the study’s contributions, practical relevance, and limitations, making it highly informative for readers and suitable for a high-quality scientific publication.

	

	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: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and aligned with the core themes of the manuscript, effectively capturing key areas such as runtime policy orchestration, cyber-physical systems, smart manufacturing, and adaptive resilience. However, they could be further strengthened by including more specific technical terms (e.g., reinforcement learning, digital twins, or multi-objective optimization) to improve discoverability in academic databases and indexing systems.

	

	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 comprehensive and demonstrates a strong understanding of the evolution from Industry 4.0 to Industry 5.0, as well as the role of cyber-physical systems, AI, and digital twins in smart manufacturing. It effectively establishes the importance of runtime policy orchestration and clearly identifies existing gaps in governance, compliance, and adaptive resilience. However, the section could be better organized by reducing some redundancy and improving the logical flow between concepts, particularly in transitioning from general context to the specific research gap and proposed solution.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research objectives are clearly stated, specific, and well-aligned with the overall aim of the study. They logically follow from the identified research gap and are articulated in a structured manner, covering architecture design, adaptive resilience mechanisms, and simulation-based validation. Although explicit hypotheses are not presented, the objectives are sufficiently precise and measurable to guide the methodological framework and evaluation.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is highly relevant and incorporates recent studies, including works up to 2025–2026, demonstrating strong engagement with current research in cyber-physical systems, digital twins, reinforcement learning, and smart manufacturing. It effectively synthesizes theoretical, conceptual, and empirical contributions while clearly identifying gaps in unified runtime policy orchestration. The selection of sources is appropriate and supports the study’s positioning within the evolving Industry 4.0/5.0 landscape.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is highly appropriate and well-aligned with the objectives of the study. The simulation-driven, quantitative design effectively supports the development and validation of the proposed framework in a safe and scalable manner. The integration of multi-objective optimization (NSGA-II), reinforcement learning (PPO), and Monte Carlo simulations provide strong analytical rigor, while the use of digital twins enhances realism in modeling cyber-physical systems. Overall, the methodological approach is robust, coherent, and suitable for addressing complex runtime policy orchestration challenges.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Ethical considerations are appropriately addressed given the nature of the study, which does not involve human or animal subjects. The manuscript clearly states the use of publicly available and synthetic datasets, along with attention to reproducibility and bias mitigation. However, the discussion could be further strengthened by elaborating on broader ethical implications, such as transparency, accountability, and potential risks associated with deploying AI-driven autonomous control systems in real-world industrial environments.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The results are presented very clearly, with comprehensive tables, figures, and visualizations that effectively convey performance metrics, scenario-specific outcomes, and comparative analyses. The integration of Pareto fronts, learning curves, heatmaps, and radar charts allows readers to easily interpret complex multi-objective and reinforcement learning outcomes. Descriptions of metrics such as Governance Efficiency, Resilience Index, and Downtime Reduction are precise, and statistical significance is clearly reported, ensuring transparency and interpretability of the findings.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The tables and figures are clear, well-labeled, and highly relevant to the study. They effectively illustrate key results, including Pareto-optimal policies, learning convergence, resilience timelines, and comparative performance metrics, enhancing comprehension of complex simulation outcomes. Each visual element contributes directly to supporting the discussion and analysis, making them both necessary and integral for understanding the manuscript’s contributions.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The discussion effectively relates the findings to existing literature, clearly situated the Policy Resilient Orchestrator (PRO) within the context of prior studies on CPS, multi-agent reinforcement learning, and digital twin validation. The manuscript highlights how the results extend, complement, or improve upon previous frameworks, particularly in areas of adaptive resilience, governance efficiency, and multi-objective policy optimization. Comparative insights and references to relevant studies provide strong scholarly grounding, demonstrating a clear connection between the study’s outcomes and the broader scientific discourse.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are strongly supported by the data presented. Quantitative metrics, including Governance Efficiency, Resilience Index, Downtime Reduction, and Monte Carlo simulation results, provide clear evidence for the effectiveness of the Policy Resilient Orchestrator (PRO). Scenario-specific outcomes, Pareto front analysis, and reinforcement learning performance consistently validate claims regarding governance, compliance, and adaptive resilience, ensuring that the conclusions are firmly grounded in the empirical and simulation-based results.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The study clearly discusses its limitations, including assumptions regarding simulation fidelity, the exclusion of real-world hardware testing, reliance on synthetic datasets, and the lack of human-in-the-loop ergonomics. The authors also acknowledge the need for future integration of explainable AI, continuous threat adaptation, and real-world validation. By explicitly addressing these constraints, the manuscript demonstrates transparency and provides a realistic context for interpreting the findings, which strengthens the study’s scientific rigor.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The references are highly relevant, drawn from peer-reviewed journals and conference proceedings across cyber-physical systems, smart manufacturing, digital twins, and reinforcement learning. They cover both foundational theories and recent empirical advances, ensuring the manuscript is grounded in current scientific knowledge. The number of references is sufficient to support the study’s methodology, results, and discussion, demonstrating thorough engagement with the existing literature.

	

	15. 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: 5 = Excellent
The manuscript is written in clear, precise, and professional language, making complex concepts accessible without oversimplification. Technical terms are used appropriately, and sentences are well-structured, ensuring smooth readability throughout. Overall, the writing style effectively communicates the research objectives, methodology, results, and implications to the scientific audience.

	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. It accurately reflects the main focus and scope of the study, providing readers with a clear understanding of the research topic and its relevance.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive. It effectively summarizes the study’s objectives, methodology, key findings, and implications, providing readers with a clear overview of the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically correct. The study demonstrates logical reasoning, appropriate methodology, and accurate interpretation of results, ensuring that the findings are valid and reliable within the scope of the research.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	






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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The references cited in the manuscript are relevant but somewhat limited in scope and recency. To enhance the scientific rigor and contextual relevance of the study, I recommend incorporating more recent publications from the past 3–5 years, particularly from high-impact journals in the field. Expanding the reference list to include seminal works and current studies will provide a stronger foundation for the research findings.
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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)

	







Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Rakibul Hasan Chowdhury, International Institute of Business Analysis, USA
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