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	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.


	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant area of research—the application of machine learning (ML) to healthcare diagnosis and decision-making. However, while the scope is certainly timely, the manuscript suffers from a lack of focus, originality, and methodological rigor. It compiles a vast amount of literature and terminology spanning a wide array of subfields (e.g., genomics, wearable devices, EHRs, predictive modeling, supervised/unsupervised learning), but does not provide a clear research hypothesis or a systematic framework that organizes these elements into a coherent argument or contribution. For a paper to be truly valuable to the scientific community, it must offer either new experimental findings, a novel theoretical framework, or a focused, critical synthesis of existing work—none of which are strongly evident here.

Furthermore, the manuscript’s extensive breadth comes at the expense of depth. It briefly touches on many areas but fails to critically evaluate or compare them in a way that generates new insights. This could be valuable as a broad introductory survey for non-expert audiences, but it lacks the analytical sharpness expected for publication in a peer-reviewed scientific journal. At a minimum, the authors should define the precise aim of the paper—whether it is proposing a framework, presenting new data, or offering a structured literature review—and tailor the structure accordingly.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Predictive Analytics in Healthcare Diagnosis and Medical Decision-Making using Machine Learning”, is technically appropriate, but it implies a degree of specificity and original research that the manuscript does not deliver. Readers might reasonably expect a detailed implementation or case study grounded in a specific dataset, algorithm, or clinical setting. Instead, the paper reads as a generalized literature overview, without a clearly stated research agenda or new methodology.

If the authors intend the manuscript to be a literature review (as the structure suggests), then the title should reflect that to set accurate expectations. A more suitable alternative might be:

“A Comprehensive Review of Machine Learning Approaches for Predictive Analytics in Healthcare Diagnosis and Clinical Decision-Making”

This would more accurately reflect the descriptive and survey-based nature of the content.


	

	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 covers a wide array of themes including the use of ML for prediction, issues in model interpretability, patient-centered care, and communication. While these are all relevant points, the abstract lacks clarity regarding the paper’s specific contributions. It makes claims such as "this research implements ML methods for prognostic evaluation," yet the body of the paper does not include sufficient detail about any original implementation, dataset, or evaluation metrics to support that claim.

To improve the abstract, the authors should:

· Clearly state whether the paper is a review or presents novel experimental research.

· Remove generalizations such as “improving patient satisfaction” unless there is empirical evidence or a model to support it.

· Specify which ML algorithms were explored (e.g., Random Forest, SVM, Neural Networks).

· Clarify what specific problem or research gap the manuscript aims to address.

Without these clarifications, the abstract overpromises and underdelivers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates a basic understanding of machine learning concepts and their relevance to healthcare, but its scientific execution is weak. While it references many relevant subdomains, it does not present a clear or novel hypothesis, methodology, dataset, or results. There are no figures, tables, model comparisons, or experimental evaluations provided. The section on supervised and unsupervised learning includes definitions and generalized statements but lacks application-specific insights or evaluations. Claims of models reaching over 90% accuracy are mentioned (e.g., in disease prediction), but no evidence or methodology is provided to support or reproduce such results.

In addition, there is a tendency to overstate the implications of certain ML applications without addressing the nuances and limitations (e.g., generalizability, fairness, regulatory challenges, clinical integration). The paper would benefit from a critical discussion of the limitations of current approaches, gaps in the literature, and opportunities for future research.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and many are recent (2020–2024), which is commendable. However, the citation style is inconsistent in some areas, and a number of citations (especially web-based PDFs or reports) lack full bibliographic detail. More importantly, the manuscript relies heavily on secondary sources and summary reviews rather than original, peer-reviewed clinical ML studies. Inclusion of landmark studies (e.g., those published in JAMA, Nature Medicine, or The Lancet Digital Health) on real-world ML deployments in hospitals would significantly strengthen the credibility of the paper.

Moreover, several references are quoted in passing without detailed engagement or critical commentary. If the paper aims to serve as a review, it must evaluate and compare findings across studies—simply listing them does not add analytical value.

Suggested additional references might include:

· Rajpurkar, P. et al. (2017). CheXNet: Radiologist-Level Pneumonia Detection on Chest X-Rays with Deep Learning.

· Obermeyer, Z. et al. (2019). Dissecting racial bias in an algorithm used to manage the health of populations. Science.


	

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


	The English language and grammar are mostly adequate but not polished. The manuscript contains occasional awkward phrasing, overly long sentences, and inconsistent use of technical terminology. For example:

· “Enabling healthcare-related stakeholders to deliver timely appropriate healthcare services” could be simplified to “Enabling timely and appropriate care delivery by healthcare providers.”

· Redundancy and verbosity could be reduced significantly throughout the manuscript.

In addition, the transitions between sections are often abrupt, making it difficult to follow the logical progression of the paper. The authors would benefit from professional proofreading or editing to ensure clarity, flow, and coherence suitable for scholarly publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript touches on an important and timely subject but lacks the depth, focus, and scientific rigor expected of a research paper. If the authors intend this as a literature review, it should be restructured accordingly, with clearer objectives, critical comparison of methods, and explicit limitations of current technologies. If the intention is to present original research, a complete overhaul is necessary to include methodology, data, experiments, and findings.

Without these revisions, the paper risks adding redundancy to the existing literature without advancing the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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