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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	1.This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it addresses a critical and increasingly relevant challenge in the 
2.deployment of machine-learning systems: the gradual degradation of model reliability under concept drift and evolving adversarial behavior. By integrating statistical drift detection, model-aging indicators, and cost-aware retraining decisions, the study provides a comprehensive framework that connects theoretical statistical guarantees with practical cybersecurity operations. 
3. Its label-free approach is particularly valuable for real-world intrusion detection environments, where timely ground-truth labels are often unavailable or delayed. 
4. The proposed methodology and theoretical results can also serve as a foundation for developing more reliable, adaptive, and economically efficient machine-learning systems beyond cybersecurity, including other safety- and security-critical applications.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	       4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	    4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	    4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	    5
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	 YES, the title is clear, specific, and suitable for the manuscript. It accurately reflects the study’s focus on statistical detection of AI model aging and concept drift within adaptive cybersecurity systems, and it appropriately conveys the manuscript’s methodological and application domains.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES The abstract is comprehensive and clearly presents the study’s motivation, methodology, theoretical contributions, experimental design, and key findings. It provides sufficient information for readers to understand the manuscript’s objectives, novelty, and practical significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, based on the information provided. The manuscript appears scientifically sound, with a coherent methodology, clearly defined statistical framework, theoretical analysis, and empirical evaluation. The reported results are consistent with the stated objectives and support the main conclusions.

The manuscript addresses an important and timely problem in adaptive cybersecurity by proposing a statistically grounded framework for detecting model aging and concept drift and for making cost-aware retraining decisions. The combination of theoretical analysis and empirical evaluation is a notable strength, and the reported results are promising. I recommend acceptance subject to minor revisions, particularly to strengthen the discussion of recent related work, clarify the assumptions underlying the theoretical guarantees, and acknowledge the limitations associated with reliance on the NSL-KDD benchmark. Overall, the manuscript makes a potentially valuable contribution to research on reliable and adaptive machine-learning-based intrusion detection.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The references are generally relevant and reasonably sufficient, although the manuscript would benefit from adding more recent studies on concept drift, unsupervised drift detection, and adaptive intrusion-detection systems. Recent literature in these areas indicates active developments through 2024–2025
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	  NO 
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