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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.


	The manuscript addresses a high-impact topic, as critical infrastructure systems increasingly face sophisticated cyber threats that traditional tools cannot handle. The systematic review provides a consolidated understanding of how AI models such as CNNs, LSTMs, autoencoders, and reinforcement learning improve intrusion detection, response time, and resilience across energy, water, and healthcare sectors. By synthesizing recent studies from 2018–2025, the work helps the scientific community understand current capabilities, limitations, and research gaps in AI-driven CI security. This type of structured evidence is valuable for researchers, practitioners, and policymakers working on cybersecurity for critical infrastructure. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the focus of the paper: AI-driven cybersecurity, threat detection, and resilience in critical infrastructure. It captures the scope of the review and the sectors discussed. An optional alternative could be:
“Artificial Intelligence Approaches for Threat Detection and Resilience in Critical Infrastructure: A Systematic Review (2018–2025)”
	

	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 comprehensive and includes background, objectives, methods, findings, and limitations. It clearly summarizes the role of AI models, highlighting accuracy gains, resilience improvements, and ethical or operational challenges. If revised, the abstract could briefly mention the number of studies included and the specific sectors reviewed to provide even more clarity. Otherwise, it already aligns well with scholarly expectations. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows a clear structure aligned with PRISMA guidelines. The methodology, including search strategy, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and thematic synthesis, is described in sufficient detail to ensure reproducibility. The results and discussion accurately reflect extracted data from the reviewed studies and provide balanced coverage of advantages, limitations, and ethical considerations. No major methodological flaws are evident. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive, covering 2018–2025, and include high-quality sources from IEEE, Springer, MDPI, NIST, and ENISA. They sufficiently support the claims and incorporate recent developments in AI-driven cybersecurity. Adding a few more benchmark papers on transformer-based IDS or federated learning (2023–2024) could enhance the completeness, but this is optional. Overall, the reference list is strong. 


	

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


	The English is generally clear and appropriate for scholarly communication. The manuscript is readable, uses technical vocabulary correctly, and maintains coherence across sections. Minor stylistic tightening could improve conciseness, but the language quality is acceptable for publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, methodologically sound, and based on a comprehensive systematic review covering 2018–2025. It follows PRISMA principles, provides sector-specific insights, and synthesizes AI techniques, detection improvements, resilience outcomes, and ethical constraints clearly. The references are extensive and up to date, and the writing quality is strong.

However, some areas could benefit from minor refinement, such as tightening the discussion, adding more quantitative comparisons where possible, and clarifying limitations around dataset scarcity and model generalizability.
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