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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important and rapidly evolving research area at the intersection of vehicular ad hoc networks, artificial intelligence, machine learning, and intelligent transportation systems. It provides a broad synthesis of learning-enabled approaches for routing, resource allocation, vehicular edge computing, federated learning, security, and emerging graph-based and multi-agent techniques. A particular strength is that the review does not merely summarize reported performance improvements but critically examines issues such as simulation dependency, distribution shift, computational and communication overhead, security vulnerabilities, and limited real-world validation. The manuscript can therefore serve as a useful reference for researchers working toward reliable, safe, and practically deployable intelligent VANET systems.
	


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 paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. The title clearly reflects the scope of AI/ML applications in intelligent VANETs.
	

	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. The abstract effectively covers motivation, scope, major AI/ML approaches, principal limitations, conclusions, and future requirements.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Keywords are relevant, although inclusion of terms such as V2X, intelligent transportation systems, or graph neural networks could improve discoverability.
	

	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
	5. The introduction provides a strong transition from conventional VANET challenges to learning-enabled networking and clearly explains why AI/ML is relevant.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. Section 1.1 clearly defines the scope, research gap, exclusions, and objectives.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. Literature is directly connected to routing, resource management, edge computing, security, FL, and related VANET networking functions.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. The manuscript contains literature of very recent 2025–2026 primary studies could be strengthened considering the rapid evolution of the field.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Search sources, search concepts, period, eligibility criteria, screening, duplicate handling, and appraisal criteria are explained. Reproducibility could be improved by reporting database-specific search strings/results and clearer study-selection information.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. This is one of the strongest aspects of the manuscript. It consistently distinguishes algorithmic improvements from evidence limitations and deployment concerns.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. Yes. The manuscript identifies gaps involving transferability, safety, common benchmarks, distribution shift, uncertainty, FL overhead, adversarial robustness, scalability, interoperability, and mixed-fleet deployment.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. Conclusions closely follow the critical synthesis and appropriately avoid claiming universal superiority of AI/ML methods.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. A dedicated limitations section discusses selection/interpretive bias, heterogeneity, absence of pooled analysis, scarcity of deployment evidence, language restrictions, and literature cutoff.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4. References are predominantly from recognized peer-reviewed journals and conferences, including IEEE, ACM, Elsevier, Springer/Nature and related sources. More recent primary evidence could further strengthen the review.
	

	14. 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. The manuscript is generally coherent, technically mature, and professionally written, although some long paragraphs could be shortened.
	


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.
	The title is appropriate, concise, and consistent with the content of the manuscript. It accurately communicates the focus on artificial intelligence and machine-learning techniques for intelligent vehicular ad hoc networks. No substantial modification is required.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive and appropriately summarizes the motivation, scope, major learning paradigms, principal findings, limitations of existing evidence, and future research requirements. It also correctly emphasizes the gap between simulation-based performance improvements and practical deployment under realistic vehicular conditions. Minor shortening may improve readability, but the technical coverage is satisfactory.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound as a critical narrative review and demonstrates a good understanding of VANET/V2X networking and contemporary AI/ML techniques. The authors appropriately avoid presenting learning methods as universally superior and repeatedly distinguish simulation evidence from deployment-level evidence. However, the manuscript would benefit from clearer differentiation among AI, ML, deep learning, reinforcement learning, federated learning, GNNs, and multi-agent learning through a concise taxonomy or conceptual figure. A stronger discussion of how these techniques relate to contemporary V2X radio technologies and practical deployment architectures would further improve the technical value of the review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The reference list is generally relevant and contains good-quality peer-reviewed sources, including several recent publications. Nevertheless, considering that intelligent VANET/V2X networking is developing rapidly, the authors are encouraged to expand the coverage of primary research published during 2025–2026, particularly in graph-based learning, multi-agent reinforcement learning, federated vehicular intelligence, safe/robust RL, and AI-enabled 5G/6G V2X resource management. Greater emphasis on primary studies, in addition to surveys and reviews, would strengthen the evidence base.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No apparent ethical issue related to human participants, animal experiments, fabrication, or inappropriate experimentation is evident because this is a literature review. The manuscript also contains an explicit declaration concerning the use of Grammarly and ChatGPT for grammatical refinement and reference formatting. The editor may verify that this disclosure complies with the publisher's current AI-use policy.
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