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	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 critically synthesizes advancements in deep learning (DL) and NLP for medical imaging and EHR analysis, addressing gaps like data scarcity and model interpretability. It bridges technical AI research with clinical needs, offering actionable insights for improving diagnostics and workflows while highlighting ethical challenges, making it vital for researchers and practitioners
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	YES,SUITABLE
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study's theme and highlights its relevance; however, it lacks clarity in presenting the research methodology and concrete findings. The description of the results remains too general, which weakens the impact of the work. Including specific methods used and summarizing key data-driven outcomes would significantly enhance the abstract's academic rigor. Additionally, the practical implications of the study are not clearly outlined, making it harder for readers to grasp its contribution to the field. A more structured and concise formulation—clearly linking background, objective, methods, and main conclusions—would improve both readability and comprehensiveness
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and addresses a relevant topic with a clear intention to contribute to the field. However, some areas would benefit from further clarification and precision, particularly in the presentation of data and the interpretation of results. In a few instances, the connection between the stated objectives and the conclusions drawn is not fully supported by the evidence presented, which may affect the overall strength of the argument. Ensuring that all claims are backed by appropriate data or references and refining the logical flow between sections would enhance the scientific rigor of the work
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant to the topic; however, a noticeable portion of them are dated and do not reflect the most recent advancements in the field. To strengthen the academic foundation and contextual relevance of the study, the inclusion of more recent literature—particularly from the past five years—is recommended. This would help situate the research more effectively within the current scientific discourse and demonstrate engagement with the latest developments
	

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


	The language of the article is understandable and conveys the main ideas; however, it lacks the level of clarity and precision typically expected in scholarly communication. There are several grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistencies in tense and structure that affect the readability and professionalism of the manuscript. A thorough proofreading or professional language editing is recommended to enhance the overall clarity, fluency, and academic tone of the writing
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