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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.


	Yes, the title accurately captures the essence of the paper. It reflects the focus on AI, fault injection, and system resilience in the context of chaos engineering. However, a slightly shorter and sharper alternative could be:
"Enhancing System Resilience with AI-Driven Fault Injection and Chaos Engineering."
This keeps it clear and focused while improving readability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The abstract provides a clear and thorough summary of the study, covering the motivation, methodology, main contributions, and key findings. It effectively highlights the role of AI in improving traditional fault injection methods. To make it even stronger, the authors could briefly mention the main experimental setup (Kubernetes environment, metrics used) to give readers a better sense of how the results were achieved.
	

	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 references are up-to-date and fit well with the topics of AI, chaos engineering, and system resilience. Most are from the last couple of years, which keeps the paper current. It would be even better if a few more citations from top journals like IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering or ACM Computing Surveys were included to give the research a bit more academic weight.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It follows a logical structure, with a well-explained methodology and clearly presented results. The use of reinforcement learning, automated chaos engineering tools, and a Kubernetes test environment is appropriate for the goals stated. The comparisons between static and AI-driven methods are supported by meaningful experimental data. Minor improvement could be made by adding more discussion on potential limitations or real-world deployment challenges.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	The language is clear, professional, and suitable for academic publication. Technical terms are used correctly, and the explanations are easy to follow. Minor adjustments to improve flow (such as avoiding overly long sentences in the discussion sections) would make the paper even smoother to read, but overall the English quality is good.
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