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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.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant problem in infrastructure observability, particularly the need for faster access to monitoring data in hybrid, on-premises, and connectivity-constrained environments. The integration of Zabbix agent-based monitoring with an Electron desktop interface is practically useful because it explores a human-in-the-loop, edge-adjacent visualization approach rather than relying only on centralized web dashboards. The reported reductions in latency and bandwidth consumption are potentially valuable for network operations centers and similar environments. However, the scientific contribution would be stronger with a more rigorous experimental protocol, clearer validation of the performance metrics, and better reporting of the user acceptance study.

	



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
	4 - Good. The title is clear and reflects the main system and technologies. It is somewhat long, but it accurately describes the scope of the study.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. The abstract summarizes the motivation, proposed system, and key findings. However, it should state the experimental setup more clearly, including the comparison procedure and the number of participants in the user evaluation.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good. The keywords are relevant to the study and useful for indexing. The authors may consider reducing them to a more focused set and keeping terminology consistent with the main contribution.
	

	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
	4 - Good. The background is generally well organized and explains the motivation for low-latency, edge-adjacent monitoring. Some claims about existing web-based monitoring limitations should be supported more carefully with direct evidence.
	

	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
	5 - Excellent. The study presents a clear problem statement, hypothesis, contributions, and three explicit research questions covering latency, bandwidth, user experience, and offline feasibility.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. The literature review covers Zabbix, edge computing, monitoring tools, and related architectures. However, several cited sources are only indirectly related to the specific Zabbix-Electron observability problem, and the review would benefit from more recent peer-reviewed work on observability and desktop/edge visualization.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The implementation methodology is described in detail, but the evaluation protocol is not sufficiently rigorous. The authors should explain how latency and bandwidth were measured, the number of repetitions, network conditions, statistical treatment, and whether the 16.7 MB/min web baseline was measured or estimated. The reported F1-score of 0.72 also requires a clear ground-truth dataset and calculation procedure.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. Ethical reporting is inconsistent. The methodology states that IT administrators participated in user acceptance testing, but the declaration later states that the study did not involve human participants. The authors should clarify the number of participants, recruitment and consent process, data collected, confidentiality safeguards, and whether ethics approval or an exemption was required.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement. The results provide useful numerical comparisons, but important details are missing. The authors should report variability across repeated trials, sample sizes, measurement duration, statistical analysis, and the exact basis for the F1-score and bandwidth figures. Claims based on measured data should be clearly separated from estimated or literature-derived values.
	

	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


	3 - Satisfactory. The tables and architecture figures are relevant and generally helpful. However, the mathematical framework and Equations 1-3 should be checked for complete and readable presentation, and the comparative tables should clearly identify which values are experimentally measured, estimated, or taken from prior work.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. The discussion relates the findings to previous work, but some comparisons are broad and do not use equivalent experimental conditions. The authors should avoid describing results as directly comparable when datasets, infrastructure, workloads, or measurement methods differ.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The conclusion is partly supported by the reported results, but statements such as 'production-ready' and recommendations for organizational adoption are stronger than the evidence from a 13-VM controlled testbed. The conclusion should be limited to proof-of-concept findings unless larger-scale and real-world validation is provided.
	

	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
	4 - Good. The manuscript discusses important limitations, including static thresholds, the controlled virtual environment, limited host count, single-platform deployment, and lack of production-scale validation. The limitations section is one of the stronger parts of the paper.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. The reference list is adequate in number and includes recent sources, but relevance and citation consistency need improvement. Several references are peripheral to infrastructure monitoring, some sources are documentation or blogs, and citation numbering should be checked carefully throughout the manuscript.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The manuscript is understandable, but substantial language editing is needed. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, repetition, inconsistent terminology, and typographical problems that affect readability and professional presentation.
	



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 and accurately reflects the system architecture and intended contribution. It is long, but still informative.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	NO. The abstract gives the main findings, but it should include clearer experimental details, especially how the comparison was performed and how many users participated in the acceptance testing. It should also distinguish measured results from estimated values.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. The overall technical concept is plausible, but some important scientific claims are not sufficiently supported by the reported methodology. The authors should provide reproducible procedures for latency and bandwidth measurements, explain the source and calculation of the F1-score, report repeated-trial variability, and moderate claims that exceed the controlled 13-node proof-of-concept evaluation.
	

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

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

	NO. The references are sufficient in number, but the manuscript would benefit from a more focused set of recent peer-reviewed studies directly related to infrastructure observability, edge monitoring, Zabbix performance, and human-in-the-loop visualization. The authors should also correct citation-number inconsistencies and reduce reliance on blogs and documentation for comparative scientific claims.
	

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

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

	YES. The user acceptance test involves IT administrators, which constitutes human participation for research reporting purposes. This conflicts with the statement that the study did not involve human participants. The authors should clarify participant count, recruitment, informed consent, confidentiality, data handling, and whether institutional ethics approval or an exemption was obtained.
	


Reviewer details:

Sharmin Sultana Akhi, Monroe University, United States of America



Page 4 of 4
V240326


