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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 presents a novel tri-layered privacy-preserving deep learning architecture that synergistically integrates Split Learning, Differential Privacy, and CKKS-based Fully Homomorphic Encryption to address multiple privacy threats in collaborative AI environments. By providing a unified framework that balances privacy, security, and model utility, the work advances the state-of-the-art in privacy-preserving machine learning and offers practical guidance for deploying secure AI systems in sensitive domains such as healthcare, smart grids, and critical infrastructure. The formal privacy composition, comprehensive threat analysis, and empirical evaluation contribute valuable insights for researchers and practitioners working on trustworthy and secure artificial intelligence. Furthermore, the proposed architecture establishes a strong foundation for future research on scalable, efficient, and privacy-aware distributed deep learning systems.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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, "Tri-Layered Hybrid Privacy Architectures for Deep Neural Networks: Synergizing Split Learning, Differential Privacy, and CKKS Homomorphic Encryption," is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the scope and primary contributions of the study. It effectively highlights the proposed tri-layered architecture and the three key privacy-preserving technologies integrated in the work, enabling readers to immediately understand the research focus. 
	

	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, clearly presenting the study's objective, methodology, key contributions, and major findings in a concise and well-structured manner.
	

	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 keywords are relevant, specific, and effectively represent the core concepts and technologies discussed in the manuscript, making the article easy to discover and index.
	

	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: 5 = Excellent
The background information is well organized and provides sufficient context by clearly explaining the motivation, existing approaches, research gap, and the need for the proposed tri-layered privacy architecture.
	

	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 and well-defined, identifying the motivation, proposed tri-layered architecture, and its intended evaluation through formal analysis and experimental validation.
	

	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: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and adequately covers key studies on Split Learning, Differential Privacy, and Homomorphic Encryption. However, incorporating a few more recent references from the last 2–3 years would further strengthen its currency and comprehensiveness. 
	

	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 appropriate and well-structured, with a clear description of the proposed architecture, experimental setup, evaluation metrics, and comparative analysis to validate the study objectives. 
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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 clearly through well-organized tables, figures, and comparative analyses, effectively demonstrating the performance and privacy-utility trade-offs of the proposed approach.
	

	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, relevant, and effectively support the methodology and results, enhancing the readability and understanding of the proposed architecture and its performance evaluation.
	

	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: 4 = Good
The discussion appropriately relates the findings to existing literature and highlights how the proposed tri-layered architecture addresses the limitations of previous approaches. However, a deeper comparison with more recent studies would further strengthen the discussion.
	

	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
	
	

	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: 4 = Good
The manuscript discusses key limitations, particularly the latency overhead and computational cost associated with the proposed tri-layered architecture, and outlines future research directions to address these challenges. 
	

	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: 4 = Good
The references are relevant and support the study well. However, including a few more recent publications would further improve the comprehensiveness and timeliness of the literature review. 
	

	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, concise, and technically appropriate language, making the concepts and findings easy to understand for the target 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 is suitable, as it clearly reflects the study's focus on integrating Split Learning, Differential Privacy, and CKKS Homomorphic Encryption into a tri-layered privacy-preserving architecture for deep neural networks.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
The abstract is comprehensive and clearly summarizes the research problem, proposed methodology, key contributions, and major findings of the study. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a well-defined methodology, logical analysis, and results that support the stated objectives and conclusions. 
	

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

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

	No
Suggestion for Improvement:
The references are relevant but could be strengthened by including more recent studies (2023–2025) on privacy-preserving machine learning, Split Learning, Differential Privacy, CKKS Homomorphic Encryption, and hybrid AI security frameworks to better reflect the latest advancements in the field.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
No ethical issues are identified in the manuscript. The study focuses on privacy-preserving machine learning techniques and includes an AI use declaration to ensure transparency regarding AI-assisted writing. 
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