Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Computer Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRCOS_136550

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Bridging the Gap Between DevOps and MLOps through AI-Powered Observability

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it shows how AI can help connect DevOps and MLOps, making it easier to manage software and machine learning together. It explains how smart tools find and fix problems faster, helping systems run better. The study also shows that AI tools can save time, reduce errors, and improve teamwork. This helps build more reliable and efficient technology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title works well as it clearly shows the paper is about linking DevOps and MLOps using AI observability. It’s clear and matches the main ideas. A shorter option could be “AI Observability for DevOps and MLOps.”
	

	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 abstract is clear and covers the main points well, explaining the study’s purpose, methods, and results. It could be shorter by removing some repeated ideas to improve readability. Adding a brief mention of real-world impact or future use might make it stronger.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It uses proper methods and supports findings with data. The study follows good research practices.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent and relevant, mostly sufficient for the paper. Adding a few more top sources could help.
	

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


	The language and English quality are clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Sentences are mostly well-structured and easy to understand. A few small grammar fixes could improve it. Overall, it works well for an academic audience.
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