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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 is important for the whole scientific community, as it attempts to fill a critical gap in the security of cloud-native and Kubernetes environments, which are becoming more backbone-like for digital services. Real-time threat detection using AI-enabled approaches provides feasible and scalable solutions, going beyond the conventional rule-based ones. Results of this work contribute to theoretical advances in AI for security while providing much-needed insights to practitioners, researchers, and policymakers working at building capacity against evolving cyber threats. Ultimately, this work lays the groundwork for more adaptive, transparent, and future-ready security frameworks for modern computing infrastructures.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is very suitable 
	

	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 methodology section is really an area needing improvement. It does not lay much emphasis. It does not provide any details on the experimental setup (20-node Kubernetes cluster, EBPF telemetry), which are quite major strengths of the paper. Also, in the manuscript abstract section, the results need some quantification, such as the author stating, "substantially surpass traditional ones" but not giving numbers (like "reduces detection latency by 43%" or "TPR improved by 20%"). Quantitative highlights make abstracts stronger.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Indeed, the manuscript is scientifically accurate and understandability. Concepts, methods, and experiments in this manuscript are congruent with today's research in AI-enhanced cloud-native security.
	

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

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


	The English is generally suitable for scholarly communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	This endows a manuscript with a timely and important issue - strengthening the Kubernetes security by AI-driven approaches. The proposed framework, called Kube-Guard-AI, is based on kernel-level telemetry feed into ensemble machine learning models. Real-time threat detection and automated response. The experimental design (a 20-node Kubernetes cluster set up for realistic conditions) is a major strength and brings credibility to the results as well. The promising conclusions, including improved detection latencies but also higher true positive rates and low resource overheads, show the potential technology has in production deployments.
The paper is generally well written and is supported by recent literature, but there are parts where it needs to be improved. Abstract and Introduction: it should bring out more clearly the contribution and not blend in with survey-style content. Some claims- energy efficiency and self-healing- require stronger empirical evidence. Minor language improvements would also help readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No Major Ethical Concerns Found
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