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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 (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 presents a significant advancement in the application of artificial intelligence. It offers a comprehensive and integrated solution for interview preparation. By combining real-time emotion detection, natural language processing, and speech recognition, this research addresses key limitations of traditional methods, such as a lack of personalization, inefficiency, and limited realism. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think the current title is good and informative, but formal and very general.  You can make it more specific, like “AI-Driven Interview Preparation: Automating Resume Screening, HR Interviews, and Technical Skills Assessment’’ or anything else.  

	

	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 of the article is generally informative but could be improved for clarity, grammar, and flow. Some parts are redundant, and the use of terms like "respondents" instead of "responses" or "systems ability" instead of "system's ability" should be corrected for accuracy and professionalism. To improve the abstract, the authors should clearly describe the problem or gap in current interview preparation methods. This should be followed by a concise explanation of what the system does, highlighting its integration with ATS, HR simulations, and technical assessments. It would also be helpful to briefly mention how the system was tested and what improvements it demonstrated over traditional approaches. It should succinctly present the aim, objectives, methodology, and key results of the study within 3–4 sentences.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It presents a well-defined problem in the modern recruitment process. It offers a multi-layered AI-based solution integrating technologies like CNN for emotion detection, NLP for resume analysis, and speech recognition. The system design, including its modular architecture and integration with real-time tools like WebRTC and WebSocket, is technically plausible and aligns with current AI and software development trends.

However, while the scientific foundation is solid, the manuscript would benefit from more precise explanations in some sections. Technical details, such as how specific models (e.g., BERT, CNN) are trained or evaluated, are mentioned but not deeply elaborated. Also, references to performance metrics are present, but statistical rigor (like validation methods or control comparisons) is minimal. A more detailed discussion of data sources, limitations, and ethical considerations would strengthen its scientific merit further.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant. Many are from recent years (2020–2024), which is appropriate for a technology-focused paper. However, some areas could be strengthened by including more recent or diverse sources. 


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are partially suitable for communication. But some sentences are overly long or awkwardly phrased. There are also instances of incorrect or missing articles ("systems ability" instead of "system’s ability"), inconsistent verb tenses, and word misuse ("respondents" instead of "responses"). 

	

	Optional/General comments


	Include a dedicated "Objectives" section listing 2–3 specific objectives of the study, distinct from general aims.

Limit keywords to a maximum of five for clarity and relevance.

Clearly mention the source of all tables and figures (e.g., author’s own creation or cited from others).

Innovative integration of NLP, speech recognition, and emotion detection into a single system is commendable.

Writing needs improvement in clarity, coherence, and consistency in academic tone.

Ethical considerations, data privacy, and system limitations require deeper discussion.

Evaluation methods and user study insights should be elaborated to enhance credibility.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. 
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