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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 provides a well-timed and comprehensive examination of responsible AI deployment within national cybersecurity strategy, focusing on the United Kingdom’s policy framework. As artificial intelligence increasingly invade critical infrastructure and national defense, the risks and governance gaps identified in this study are highly relevant to both academic inquiry and policy practice. The systematic literature review, coupled with a socio-technical governance lens, lends rigor and clarity to the findings, making them valuable for scholars, practitioners, and regulators. By interlacing responsible AI principles with the cybersecurity lifecycle and drawing comparative lessons for both advanced economies and the Global South, the study makes a significant contribution to the scholarly and practical discourse on AI governance and cyber resilience.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Policy Framework for Responsible AI Deployment in National Cybersecurity Strategy" is highly effective. It precisely reflects the paper's core subject: creating a framework for using AI responsibly within the UK's cybersecurity strategy. The title is clear, concise, and uses professional terminology, making it appropriate for experts, policymakers, and academics in AI and cybersecurity. It propitiously communicates the paper's focus on integrating ethical AI principles into a national security context.
	

	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 manuscript's abstract is generally comprehensive and effectively conveys the core focus, objectives, and contributions of the research. It starts by clearly identifying the increasing integration of AI into national cybersecurity and the corresponding risks and governance gaps. The paper highlights the UK’s principle based but fragmented approach, contrasts it with EU and US frameworks, and draws out ethical and operational implications, including lessons for the Global South. The methodological approach, grounded in a systematic literature review, reinforces the credibility and rigor of the findings. However, there is one area where the abstract can be improved. While it outlines challenges and comparative insights effectively, the abstract could benefit from a stronger concluding sentence that emphasizes the broader scholarly and policy impact of the research, particularly its relevance to practitioners, regulators, and international governance debates. This would improve clarity and enhance its appeal to a wider scientific audience.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is scientifically correct and well-grounded in recent research and practices. It commences by identifying a highly vital and pressing issue: the responsible deployment of AI within national cybersecurity strategy, with a focus on the United Kingdom’s policy framework. A systematic literature review guided by the PRISMA framework underpins the study, ensuring methodological rigor and transparency in evidence synthesis. The comparative analysis across jurisdictions (UK, EU, US, and Nigeria/Africa) illustrates a nuanced understanding of real-world governance and cybersecurity vulnerabilities. In essence, the manuscript emphasizes the importance of embedding responsible AI principles safety, transparency, accountability, fairness, and human oversight into national cybersecurity systems, reflecting both theoretical depth and policy relevance. The study also contributes meaningfully by framing responsible AI deployment not only as a technical challenge but also as a governance and ethical imperative. Overall, the scientific approach, research design, and conclusions drawn from the evidence appear sound, justified, and valuable for the academic and policy community. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly sufficient and well-curated. They demonstrate a good balance between foundational works (e.g., Pasquale, O’Neil, Floridi) and more recent studies (2022–2025), covering responsible AI, cybersecurity governance, and comparative policy frameworks. However, while the citations are current, a few older sources from 2015–2018 could be complemented with additional recent scholarship to further strengthen the manuscript’s contemporary grounding. In particular, more peer-reviewed works from 2023–2025 that directly address AI-specific cybersecurity risks and global governance harmonisation would be beneficial. 

These additions would enhance the manuscript’s currency and demonstrate broader engagement with emerging academic debates on responsible AI and cybersecurity in policy contexts.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the paper is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript employs appropriate technical terminology and effectively communicates complex concepts related to responsible AI, cybersecurity governance, and policy frameworks. However, occasional issues with sentence structure, wordiness, and formatting such as overly long sentences and minor inconsistencies in citation style may affect readability. Refining the text for clarity, conciseness, and smoother transitions between sections would enhance its overall presentation. With minor grammatical and stylistic improvements, the manuscript would meet the standards expected in academic publications and effectively communicate its contributions to the scientific and policy community.
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