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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 addresses an increasingly urgent challenge in cybersecurity: the slow, manual, and inconsistent nature of current certification processes. By proposing and empirically testing an AI-driven certification model, the study provides new evidence on how automation can improve efficiency, transparency, and risk management in digital governance. Its use of open datasets, explainable AI, and governance-oriented risk analysis adds practical and methodological value for researchers and practitioners. Overall, the work contributes meaningful insights that can guide future development of automated audit and compliance systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable because it clearly explains that the study uses artificial intelligence to improve cybersecurity certification. It tells readers what the paper is about and highlights the focus on efficiency, transparency, and risk reduction. However, the title is a bit long and could be easier to read. A simpler option could be “AI Automation in Cybersecurity Certification: Improving Efficiency, Transparency, and Accountability”.
	

	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 clear and covers the purpose, methods, datasets, and major findings of the study. It shows the improvements in efficiency and transparency well, which helps readers understand the value of the work. However, it is a bit dense and would benefit from simpler wording and fewer technical details. I suggest keeping the key results but trimming long sentences to make the abstract easier to read.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, with methods, datasets, and analyses clearly explained and appropriate for the study’s goals. The statistical tests, machine-learning modeling, and risk assessments support the conclusions well. The results are consistent with the evidence presented, showing a solid scientific foundation, even though some sections are dense.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, I can see the references are recent and seems are enough.
	

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


	The manuscript is written with clear, precise, and fluent language, making the content easy to read and understand.
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