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	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.


	A timely and thorough analysis of machine learning-driven fault control techniques for distribution networks with a high concentration of renewable energy sources is presented in this publication. It explains in detail the changing difficulties brought about by the widespread use of inverter-based renewable energy sources and emphasises how contemporary machine learning approaches might improve system resilience. The study offers a useful resource for scholars and practitioners working on intelligent and resilient distribution systems by combining viewpoints on prediction, adaptive protection, and intelligent restoration. By directing future study in this area, the identification of research gaps enhances its contribution even more.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Yes, the title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the scope and technical focus of the manuscript
	

	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.


	Though it tends to recap the content rather than critically position the contribution, the abstract is clear and useful. Its efficacy would be increased by providing more precise explanations of the shortcomings of current ML-based methods and how this review goes beyond earlier surveys.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The technical ideas pertaining to machine learning architectures, protection issues, and renewable integration are accurately presented in the scientifically sound manuscript. However, certain sections mostly rely on broad claims from the literature without providing enough quantitative analysis or critical comparison. Scientific rigour would be strengthened by incorporating more precise comparisons between various machine learning techniques and their applicability under various network settings.
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	The reference list is extensive and includes recent publications. However, several references are cited to support broad claims without discussing their specific assumptions or limitations. A more selective and analytical use of references, rather than exhaustive citation, is recommended.
	

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


	The language quality is typically high, however the document contains some long and dense sentences that impede clarity. To enhance readability and flow, minor to moderate language editing is advised, particularly in the introduction and framework parts.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Although the paper offers a thorough overview, some of its sections lack a coherent synthesis. The writers are urged to include structured summaries or comparative tables that highlight the benefits, drawbacks, data needs, and real-time viability of various machine learning algorithms. Clearer technical insights and potential mitigation techniques should also be included in the discussion of implementation issues, including real-time limits and cybersecurity threats.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are identified.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected.
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