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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 makes a significant and timely contribution to the fields of cybersecurity and cloud computing. It directly addresses the critical, escalating challenge of securing complex virtualized enterprises, moving beyond theoretical discussion to provide robust, quantitative evidence on the efficacy of AI-driven solutions. The empirical validation of a high-accuracy Random Forest model against a real-world baseline offers a valuable, reproducible benchmark for researchers working on automated threat detection. Furthermore, its concurrent focus on automating regulatory compliance provides a crucial framework for practitioners in heavily regulated sectors, bridging a notable gap between technical security and governance requirements. This work provides a foundational reference for future research in AI-governed security and its practical implementation.
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	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.


	Overall Verdict: Yes, the abstract is largely comprehensive and well-structured. It successfully hits the key points required for a scientific abstract: the problem, methods, results, and conclusions. However, it is slightly overloaded with detailed results, which can make it dense and difficult to skim. A few minor tweaks could significantly enhance its clarity and impact.

I suggested 

· Remove the list of datasets from the first sentence of the results. Instead, state that the analysis "using multiple open-source datasets revealed that..." The datasets are already mentioned in the methods sentence; repeating them clutters the results.

· Consolidate the result figures. Instead of listing each percentage for the top three misconfigurations, you could group them: "...revealed that misconfigurations—particularly unencrypted storage, overly permissive IAM roles, and open ports—collectively accounted for over 73% of incidents." This is easier to digest.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates a high degree of scientific correctness in its structure, methodology, and argumentation. It adheres to standard academic conventions for a quantitative research study in computer science. The methods are appropriate, the results are clearly derived from the stated methodology, and the conclusions are well-supported by the evidence presented.
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