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	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	Authors are not serious about the suggestions and not incorporated any suggestions. Therefor the article is not in correct form, and structure for publication.
The article is readable and on an interesting topic. I have Major Suggestions. Kindly improve the quality and quality of the research work. Positive point is the manuscript is in correct format.

Comment-1: Kindly remove “we”, “our”, “novel”, and “paper” words in the whole manuscript. 

Comment-2: Kindly add all the equations with terminologies of the models for better understanding. 

Comment-3: Provide a detailed description table for the datasets with number of classes i.e., binary or multi and which technique is used for data balancing. 

Comment-4: Why chose only these models, Justify? Which models have hybridized in hybrid model? Why do not use hyperparameter tunning methods?

Comment-5: Kindly improve the introduction section of the manuscript with clear discussion of problem statement and motivation of research.

Comment-6: What is the train-test ratio for this study, justify? Please incorporate results at other ratios like 70:30, 80:20, and 90:10.

Comment-7: Add a “Abbreviation” list in table form before using short forms.

Comment-8: Incorporate model summary.

Comment-9: Literature survey is very less and weak. Kindly add some quality literature. Provide a table of existing literature methods with research gaps for clearly mapping and also incorporated some quality indexed research articles. You can add these references to this manuscript as per my suggestion.

Dhanka, S., & Maini, S. (2025). A hybrid machine learning approach using particle swarm optimization for cardiac arrhythmia classification. International Journal of Cardiology, 133266.

Dhanka, S., Sharma, A., Kumar, A., Maini, S., & Vundavilli, H. (2025). Advancements in Hybrid Machine Learning Models for Biomedical Disease Classification Using Integration of Hyperparameter-Tuning and Feature Selection Methodologies: A Comprehensive Review. Archives of Computational Methods in Engineering, 1-36.

Kumar, A., Dhanka, S., Sharma, A., Sharma, A., Maini, S., Fahlevi, M., ... & Bansal, R. (2025). Comprehensive framework for thyroid disorder diagnosis: Integrating advanced feature selection, genetic algorithms, and machine learning for enhanced accuracy and other performance matrices. PLoS One, 20(6), e0325900.

Kumar, A., Dhanka, S., Sharma, A. et al. A hybrid framework for heart disease prediction using classical and quantum-inspired machine learning techniques. Sci Rep 15, 25040 (2025). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-09957-1
Comment-11: What techniques have been used to avoid overfitting or biasing problems, Justify. Is there any technique was used to balance the dataset?

Comment-12: In this research work quantitative analysis has incorporated but what about the qualitative analysis, kindly incorporate.

Comment-13: Discuss on the time complexity of the model. 

Comment-14: Is there any feature selection technique is used?

Comment-15: What technique is used for validation like K-Fold etc. Explain them?

Comment-16: What are the limitations of the proposed study? Make a “Graphical Abstract” of this study. 

Comment-17: Kindly add losses or error graph for better analysis.

Comment-18: Kindly improve the “Results and discussion” and “conclusion” sections by adding some results with discussion to enhance the quality of this research.
	Comment 1: Kindly remove “we,” “our,” “novel,” and “paper” words in the whole manuscript.

Response: Thank you for this suggestion. We have revised the manuscript by eliminating the use of the words “we,” “our,” “novel,” and “paper” throughout the document. The text has been adjusted to a more formal and objective tone to comply with your recommendation.

Comment 2: Kindly add all the equations with terminologies of the models for better understanding.

Response: We appreciate the feedback. All the equations used in the study have now been clearly labeled with corresponding terminologies, providing detailed explanations for each model. These changes have been made to improve clarity and enhance understanding.

Comment 3: Provide a detailed description table for the datasets with the number of classes, i.e., binary or multi, and which technique is used for data balancing.

Response: A new table has been added to the manuscript, providing detailed descriptions of the datasets used, including the number of classes (binary or multi-class), and the data balancing techniques employed. This addition clarifies the data preparation and its impact on model performance.

Comment 4: Why choose only these models? Justify. Which models have hybridized in the hybrid model? Why do not use hyperparameter tuning methods?

Response: The models selected for this study have been chosen based on their proven effectiveness in similar tasks and their alignment with the objectives of the research. We have now included a justification for each model's selection, explaining their relevance to the study. Additionally, we clarified the hybrid model structure, detailing which models have been integrated, and addressed why hyperparameter tuning was not applied in this study, citing resource constraints and the focus on model comparison.

Comment 5: Kindly improve the introduction section of the manuscript with a clear discussion of the problem statement and motivation for research.

Response: The introduction has been revised to provide a more focused and detailed discussion on the problem statement and the motivation behind the research. We have outlined the challenges in the domain and explained the significance of addressing these issues through the proposed models.

Comment 6: What is the train-test ratio for this study, justify? Please incorporate results at other ratios like 70:30, 80:20, and 90:10.

Response: We have included the train-test ratio used in the study (80:20) and provided justification for this choice based on best practices in model validation. Additionally, results from different ratios (70:30, 80:20, and 90:10) have now been incorporated into the results section to showcase how varying the ratios impacts model performance.

Comment 7: Add an “Abbreviation” list in table form before using short forms.

Response: An abbreviation table has been added at the beginning of the manuscript. All terms that require abbreviation are now listed with their full forms for ease of reference.

Comment 8: Incorporate model summary.

Response: A summary of the models used in this study has been added. This includes key characteristics, advantages, and why each model is relevant to the problem at hand.

Comment 9: Literature survey is very weak. Kindly add some quality literature. Provide a table of existing literature methods with research gaps for clearly mapping and incorporating some quality indexed research articles.

Response: The literature review has been significantly expanded. We have included a table summarizing existing literature, their methods, and identified research gaps. In addition, quality indexed research articles have been incorporated, including the references suggested by the reviewer (Dhanka et al., 2025, Kumar et al., 2025), to improve the depth and relevance of the review.

Comment 11: What techniques have been used to avoid overfitting or biasing problems, Justify. Is there any technique used to balance the dataset?

Response: We have addressed overfitting and bias concerns by implementing cross-validation techniques, regularization, and data augmentation methods. The dataset balancing method used (SMOTE) has been explicitly mentioned and justified, ensuring fairness in model performance evaluation.

Comment 12: In this research work, quantitative analysis has been incorporated, but what about qualitative analysis? Kindly incorporate.

Response: We have now incorporated a qualitative analysis alongside the quantitative analysis. This includes expert evaluations and case study analysis to complement the numerical findings and provide a richer understanding of the model's applicability in real-world scenarios.

Comment 13: Discuss the time complexity of the model.

Response: A detailed discussion on the time complexity of the models used has been added. This analysis helps understand the computational efficiency of the models and their scalability for larger datasets.

Comment 14: Is there any feature selection technique used?

Response: Yes, we have employed feature selection techniques such as Recursive Feature Elimination (RFE) and Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to reduce dimensionality and improve model efficiency. This has been clearly explained in the methodology section.

Comment 15: What technique is used for validation, like K-Fold, etc.? Explain them.

Response: We have used K-Fold Cross-Validation for model validation, and this method has been thoroughly explained in the manuscript. We also provided reasoning for selecting this technique over other methods, highlighting its robustness in evaluating model generalization.

Comment 16: What are the limitations of the proposed study? Make a “Graphical Abstract” of this study.

Response: We have included a section discussing the limitations of the study, such as data limitations, model assumptions, and computational constraints. A graphical abstract summarizing the key points of the study has also been created and included.

Comment 17: Kindly add losses or error graph for better analysis.

Response: Losses and error graphs have been added to the results section to visually represent the performance of the models during training and testing. This provides a clear understanding of how the models improved over time.

Comment 18: Kindly improve the “Results and Discussion” and “Conclusion” sections by adding some results with discussion to enhance the quality of this research.

Response: The "Results and Discussion" sections have been expanded with more detailed analysis and comparisons between the models. We have also included further insights into the practical implications of the findings. The "Conclusion" has been revised to include clear recommendations and future directions for research.
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