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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 article considers what university students think of using telehealth following a visit to the emergency department. Since telehealth is increasingly prominent, it is worth knowing what young adults think of it, especially in diverse populations of students. The paper tells us about what students like and dislike about telehealth, which can guide what can be done to improve the way these services are delivered. This can guide physicians, colleges, and health planners who want to make telehealth more convenient and accessible for students.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, its 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 in general is good and contains the key points like background, methods, key findings, and conclusion. I would like to make two suggestions to make it clearer and more precise. First, the sentence "This highlights a significant gap between interest and experience" needs to be more specific by specifying what this gap means or what it means in practice. Second, the statistical findings (e.g., R² values) must be explained better, specifying what the model was used to calculate and why these outcomes are important.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it sounds impressive on scientific standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references used in the manuscript are up-to-date, applicable, and well-matched with the subject matter. References 26 and 27 seem outdated and may not represent the contemporary situation of technology application in clinical decision-making anymore. If this is possible, I suggest that they be replaced with recent studies or systematic reviews.

The citation style is not consistent in the reference list, mainly in the format of author names, journal abbreviations, punctuation, and use of DOIs. The authors are recommended to utilize a reference manager to resolve these inconsistencies.

Article entitled "The Role of Technology in Enhancing Clinical Decision-Making for Health Professionals," this manuscript related to current discourse on digital health integration and decision support within clinical environments. Authors can review this for more recent reference.
	

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


	The present manuscript has several grammatical and syntactical mistakes that impact the content's clarity and coherence. Although the general structure and concepts are clear, the regular language faults might divert readers from consuming the material at its full potential. Content and structure are appropriate for Academic writing. It is my suggestion that the authors take help from a professional language editor or an academically experienced native English speaker to enhance the readability and bring it to the standard required for scholarly communications.
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