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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.


	This manuscript makes a significant and vital contribution to the studies of intelligent energy infrastructure management. Combining statistical analysis, real time simulation, and bibliometric examination, the paper provides an insightful, multilevel view on the current status of AI and Digital Twin technologies worldwide. Such an integrated view of the issues is important not only for describing past patterns, but to guide future development, considering that increasingly greater automation, sustainability and cybersecurity are becoming indispensable features of energy systems. In addition, the inclusion of regional analysis and policy-level recommendations makes it pertinent to both researchers and policymakers aiming to close the digital divide in infrastructure.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is relevant to the content of the paper and its main findings. But to be clearer and more succinct another version might also be:

“AI-enabled Digital Twins in Energy Infrastructure: Real-Time Simulation, Anomaly Detection, and Automated Intervention”
	

	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 follows a good structure regarding aims, methods, results, and main recommendations. However, combining particle-count–based bibliometric studies with causation within the current work could be emphasized more. A brief description of the sources of these data (eg IEA, NREL, Dimensions) would go some way to increase its transparency and scientific robustness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, the manuscript is solid. It also shows the methodological rigor in integrating statistical, bibliometric, and event-sequence analyses. The combination of empirical data with the critical debate underpins the conclusions. References are suitable and congruent with the objectives.
	

	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 voluminous, most of them are dated the last 2–3 years. The credibility of the description is also enhanced by citing technical reports, industry white papers, and peer-reviewed sources. Some more works in federated learning in DT systems or human-in-the-loop explainability could have also contributed to enrich the XAI discussion.
	

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


	The writing is generally clear, academic, and geared toward an academic audience. Some editorial polishing is recommended. So, they are much clearer and fluent, especially in the methods and results.
	

	Optional/General comments


	While combining bibliometric analysis and real-time simulation is appealing, the methodological continuity between the two halves of the device could perhaps be made more defensible. In addition, insufficient insight is provided concerning the practical large-scale deployment issues of the proposed system for actual energy infrastructures. I suggest that more explicit limitations and what can be done in the future is needed.
Overall, the manuscript is very interesting, of high relevance and well written with the exception of some slight lack of clarity in the abstract and fluidity of the sentences and a somewhat deeper discussion of explainability would help to enrich. It can be accepted for publication.
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