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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 manuscript presents a comprehensive review of AI-powered software testing in healthcare applications, addressing a critical gap in ensuring software reliability, security, and compliance with regulatory standards. The paper provides valuable insights into AI-driven testing methodologies, their benefits, challenges, and future directions. The systematic review approach ensures a well-structured analysis, making it a significant contribution to the scientific community, particularly for researchers and industry practitioners working on AI-driven healthcare solutions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and clearly reflects the manuscript's content. However, a slight refinement could enhance clarity. A suggested title could be:
"A Systematic Review of AI-Powered Software Testing in Healthcare: Methodologies, Challenges, and Future Directions"


	

	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 well-structured, comprehensive, and provides a clear summary of the research. However, the following improvements are suggested:

· Mention the number of studies reviewed to provide context on the depth of the analysis.

· Highlight the key findings quantitatively where possible.

· A brief mention of regulatory compliance frameworks in the abstract would strengthen the relevance of the study


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. The review comprehensively covers AI-driven software testing methodologies and their application in healthcare. The methodology section effectively details the systematic approach followed. The inclusion and exclusion criteria are well-defined, ensuring the reliability of selected studies. The discussion of AI techniques, such as machine learning, NLP, and reinforcement learning in testing, is well-articulated.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive and cover relevant research studies up to 2024. However, additional references on recent advancements in explainable AI (XAI) for software testing and federated learning in healthcare applications could enhance the discussion. Some references appear older; prioritizing more recent studies from 2021-2024 would improve the paper's relevance.


	

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


	The manuscript is well-written with clear technical language. However, minor grammatical refinements and restructuring of a few sentences can enhance readability. A professional proofreading pass is recommended for fluency.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The paper could benefit from a comparative table summarizing different AI-powered testing methodologies, their advantages, limitations, and real-world applications.

· More emphasis on real-world case studies of AI-powered testing in healthcare applications would strengthen the practical relevance of the findings.

· The ethical concerns of AI-based testing should be expanded further, particularly on bias mitigation and accountability mechanisms.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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