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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 paper is important for the scientific community because it addresses a critical gap in real-time security within Kubernetes environments, an area that is rapidly expanding but remains underexplored. By integrating AI-enhanced models for threat detection, the study contributes to ongoing conversations on how cloud-native infrastructure can be fortified against evolving cyber risks. The work also bridges theory and practice, providing not only a conceptual framework but also practical insights that researchers and practitioners can adapt in similar contexts. Given the global reliance on cloud-native systems, this research has the potential to influence both academic inquiry and industry standards. Ultimately, the manuscript strengthens the body of knowledge on AI-driven security solutions and opens pathways for future studies that will refine, validate, and expand its findings.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It is clear, concise, and directly communicates the scope of the paper. The phrasing highlights three essential elements: the use of artificial intelligence, the focus on cloud-native security, and the specific application to Kubernetes. These keywords are important for visibility in academic indexing and will help readers quickly identify the subject matter. In addition, the phrase “real-time” emphasizes the practical relevance of the research, which distinguishes it from more theoretical work.

	

	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 fairly comprehensive because it introduces the issue of security in Kubernetes environments and explains how artificial intelligence can strengthen real-time threat detection. It also highlights the practical importance of the study, which is a strong element. At the same time, the abstract would be more effective if it were structured with greater clarity. It should begin with a clear statement of the research gap that the paper is addressing and explain why current approaches are insufficient. It should then include a short description of the methodology or framework used, since readers often look for this information first. Finally, the abstract would be stronger if it included a direct statement of the findings and the contribution of the research to the scientific community. Rather than deleting content, I recommend refining the structure so that the abstract presents the problem, the method, the key results, and the broader implications in a clear sequence.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct in its scope and argumentation. It identifies a relevant research problem, situates the discussion within the context of Kubernetes and cloud-native environments, and explains how artificial intelligence can be applied to improve real-time threat detection. The paper demonstrates awareness of current limitations in conventional security measures and frames AI as a necessary advancement, which is consistent with ongoing research trends in cybersecurity. However, scientific correctness also depends on clarity of methodology, accuracy of references, and whether claims are supported by data or established literature. In this manuscript, the conceptual discussion is strong, but some parts would benefit from more detail about how the AI-enhanced approach was tested or validated. For example, if experiments, datasets, or performance benchmarks were used, these should be described clearly so that the findings can be independently evaluated. Without this level of detail, the paper risks being seen as more of a theoretical contribution rather than a rigorously tested study. I believe the work is scientifically sound in framing and direction, but it would gain credibility by strengthening the empirical evidence and making sure that all claims are supported with measurable outcomes.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript cover relevant themes in AI, cloud-native security, and Kubernetes, but there are some weaknesses in terms of recency. A number of sources appear to be older than 2015, which limits the currency of the literature review. Since the field of artificial intelligence and cloud-native technologies evolves very rapidly, references that predate 2015 cannot be considered recent. To make the manuscript stronger, more citations from the last five to seven years should be included, especially studies or reports published between 2018 and 2024. These would provide updated evidence on AI-driven cybersecurity, Kubernetes security frameworks, and real-time threat detection models. In particular, the paper would benefit from references to recent applied research, case studies, or benchmarking reports that show how AI tools are currently deployed in production environments. While the references are thematically aligned, they are not sufficiently recent for a cutting-edge topic. The author should replace or supplement older sources with newer publications that reflect the current state of research and practice.

	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally clear and communicates the main ideas, but it does not fully meet the standards expected in scholarly communication. The sentences are sometimes wordy or loosely structured, which can reduce clarity. In some places, technical terms are introduced without enough precision, and transitions between sections could be smoother. These issues do not make the paper unreadable, but they do give it a less polished feel than most peer-reviewed journal articles. The writing should be concise, formal, and free of grammatical or stylistic inconsistencies. While the manuscript conveys the subject matter adequately, it would benefit from careful editing to refine grammar, tighten sentence structure, and ensure consistency in terminology. Attention should also be given to avoiding repetition and aligning the tone more closely with academic writing conventions.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper in its totality presents a timely and relevant topic that aligns well with the current challenges of securing Kubernetes environments. The integration of AI into cloud-native security is convincingly argued, and the paper does a good job of situating this research within broader academic and practical contexts. At the same time, the work would benefit from greater clarity in its structure and more precision in its language. Some sections are quite dense, and simplifying the prose without losing technical depth would improve readability. Strengthening the methodology with additional details on testing and validation would also increase the scientific rigor. Finally, updating the reference list with more recent studies will help reinforce the paper’s credibility and demonstrate engagement with the latest developments in the field.
I find this manuscript relevant and valuable for the scientific community because it addresses an important gap in Kubernetes security by exploring the role of AI in real-time threat detection. The topic is timely and aligns with current developments in cloud-native computing, which makes it worth considering for publication. However, I believe the paper would benefit from further refinement. The abstract needs to be more structured to clearly highlight the research gap, methodology, and findings. The methodology section should provide additional detail on validation and testing so that the results can be independently assessed. The references, while thematically appropriate, are not sufficiently recent for such a rapidly evolving field, and I strongly recommend including more studies from the past five to seven years. Finally, the language and sentence structure should be revised for clarity, precision, and flow to meet the standards of scholarly communication. With these improvements, the manuscript can make a strong contribution to both academic research and practical applications in cybersecurity.
The paper addresses a very important and timely research problem and presents a relevant approach, which are strong positives. However, it requires substantial improvements in language clarity, methodological detail, and the use of recent references before it can be considered for publication in a scholarly journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

None
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