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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 presents an innovative blockchain-based framework to address secure credentialing and access management in remote healthcare. It demonstrates significant improvements in credential verification time, security, and interoperability, offering a practical solution to inefficiencies in current healthcare systems. The findings highlight blockchain's potential to transform healthcare delivery, enhancing both efficiency and patient-centric care in telemedicine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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 comprehensive but could benefit from briefly addressing the limitations of using simulations and highlighting regulatory considerations like HIPAA compliance. Additionally, including a mention of future work, such as real-world pilots or AI integration for fraud detection, would provide a more complete overview of the research's implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, presenting a well-supported blockchain framework for healthcare credentialing and access management. The methodology is sound, and the results are promising, though the reliance on simulations may limit generalizability, which could be addressed through real-world testing.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent, providing a solid foundation for the manuscript. However, including additional references from 2025 or late 2024 on blockchain scalability in healthcare and real-world implementations could further strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, formal, and appropriate for an academic audience. However, some sections could benefit from minor revisions to improve readability, particularly in simplifying complex technical terms for broader accessibility without losing precision. Overall, the manuscript maintains a professional tone suitable for scientific discourse.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1) The authors should consider adding a section discussing real-world pilot studies or plans for future testing in live environments. This would help address the gap between simulation and real-world application.
2) A brief explanation or footnote for these terms would help make the paper more accessible to a broader audience, especially healthcare professionals who may not be familiar with blockchain-specific concepts.
3) The authors should provide a more detailed breakdown of deployment, operational, and maintenance costs, and compare these with the long-term savings
4) A section on how the proposed blockchain framework can be adapted to comply with global healthcare data regulations would add significant value.
5) Discuss how existing healthcare infrastructures (e.g., Electronic Health Records, patient portals) can transition smoothly to a blockchain-based system.
6) Equation should be numbering.
7) Introduction section should contain the paper organization(section 2 related work, section 3 proposed methodology)
8) Dataset used is not describe properly

9) Add a discussion section

10) Add a table which compare ur work with the existing work.
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