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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 research work is important for society as it can help diagnose respiratory diseases more accurately. It works well by correctly identifying 93% of cases, detecting 95% of real positives, and excluding 88% of false positives. it  also reduces the need for lots of expensive and time-consuming tests.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	There is room for improvement in clarity and completeness to make it a more effective for readers like the abstract could briefly mention the broader implications of the system and also could include limitation and scope of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is scientifically sound in its methodology, and reported findings, aligning with AI and medical diagnostic principles.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient in paper but could be enhanced with 3-5 recent additions.


	

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


	There are grammatical errors and can be done better.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The abstract states a sensitivity of 95% and a specificity of 88%, whereas Page 7 reports 97% and 85%, respectively. Please clarify the discrepancy or provide an explanation for the variation.
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