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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 manuscript addresses a critical global health issue—early and accurate breast cancer diagnosis—by integrating machine learning with explainable AI techniques. The proposed framework combines Random Forest-based feature selection and SHAP interpretability, making the model both efficient and transparent, which is crucial for clinical adoption. By comparing multiple machine learning algorithms, the study identifies the most effective approach for accurate and interpretable predictions. This research contributes significantly to the scientific community by bridging the gap between high-performance models and real-world clinical usability, potentially improving patient outcomes and diagnostic trust.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is comprehensive and descriptive but slightly long.

Suggested alternative:

"Explainable AI Framework for Breast Cancer Diagnosis: Comparative Study of Machine Learning Models with Random Forest Feature Selection and SHAP Interpretability"
	

	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 is detailed and well-written, clearly outlining the problem, methodology, results, and significance. However, it can be slightly shortened for clarity.

Suggestions:

· Emphasize the role of SHAP interpretability earlier in the abstract to highlight its importance in clinical trust.

· Avoid excessive numerical details; retain only key performance metrics such as accuracy and recall.

· Add a brief sentence on future implications, such as clinical deployment and external validation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound with well-defined methodology and experiments.

· The use of SMOTE for class balancing, Random Forest for feature selection, and SHAP for explainability is appropriate and justified.

· Comparative analysis of six machine learning models strengthens the validity of the results.

· However, external validation using a different dataset is missing, which is necessary to confirm the generalizability of the proposed framework.

· There is a potential concern about the near-perfect performance of the SVC model, which might indicate overfitting. The authors should discuss this limitation in more detail.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and recent, with multiple citations from 2020 to 2024.

Suggestions for improvement:

· Include more recent literature on real-world deployment of explainable AI in healthcare, especially from 2023–2024.

· Consider adding references related to lightweight SHAP implementations and clinical integration challenges.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear academic English and is generally suitable for scholarly communication.

Minor suggestions:

· Simplify complex sentences in the Introduction to improve readability.

· Ensure consistent terminology, e.g., use either "Support Vector Classifier (SVC)" or "Support Vector Machine (SVM)" consistently.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The visualizations, such as SHAP plots, are informative but can be better explained for readers unfamiliar with SHAP methodology.

· A section on ethical considerations and data privacy could enhance the paper, especially given the sensitivity of medical data.

· The Conclusion should include a clear roadmap for future work, emphasizing steps toward clinical trials and real-world deployment.
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