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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 provides a timely synthesis of advancements in machine learning and automation for drilling optimization, addressing critical challenges in the oil and gas sector such as nonproductive time reduction and enhanced well delivery. It highlights practical applications of AI technologies like neural networks and reinforcement learning, offering insights that can guide engineers and researchers toward more efficient, data-driven operations in complex geological environments. By identifying gaps in data integration and model standardization, the work contributes to ongoing discussions on sustainable energy production, potentially accelerating the adoption of Industry 4.0 principles in upstream petroleum activities. Overall, it serves as a valuable resource for bridging theoretical AI developments with real-world drilling improvements, fostering interdisciplinary collaboration between computer science and petroleum engineering.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it accurately captures the focus on intelligent systems, machine learning, automation, and their impacts on nonproductive time and well delivery.
	

	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 generally comprehensive, covering aims, design, methodology, results, and conclusions effectively. However, it could be strengthened by adding a brief mention of specific technologies like digital twins or IoT in the results section to better reflect the manuscript's emphasis on integrated systems. No deletions are suggested, but ensuring quantifiable outcomes (e.g., the 20-35% NPT reduction) are explicitly tied to methodologies would enhance clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It draws on established concepts in machine learning (e.g., ANNs, SVMs, reinforcement learning) and automation, supported by recent empirical studies. The discussions on predictive maintenance, anomaly detection, and hybrid modeling align with current engineering principles in drilling optimization. Minor clarifications could address potential overgeneralizations, such as the variability in NPT reductions across different geological contexts, but no major inaccuracies are present.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient (42 in total) and predominantly recent (mostly 2020-2025), covering key areas like AI applications, digital twins, and predictive analytics in oil and gas. They include a mix of journals, conferences, and reviews from reputable sources.
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication, with clear structure and technical precision. However, minor issues include occasional awkward phrasing (e.g., "peer review approach" in the methodology likely intended as "literature review approach") and some repetitive sentences in the introduction. Proofreading for consistency in abbreviations and grammar would improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript effectively synthesizes recent literature but could benefit from more critical analysis of methodological limitations across studies, such as biases in data-driven models. Expanding on future directions with specific research questions (e.g., on 5G integration) could add depth.
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