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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.


	This manuscript presents a timely and significant contribution to the intersection of blockchain technology and healthcare management. The proposed framework for blockchain-enabled secure credentialing and access management addresses pressing issues of interoperability, security, and efficiency in remote healthcare ecosystems. The study’s integration of Hyperledger Fabric and Ethereum smart contracts demonstrates a pragmatic approach to solving real-world problems of data fragmentation and delayed verification. Given the increasing reliance on telemedicine post-pandemic, this research holds substantial scientific and societal value by enhancing trust, compliance, and data integrity across fragmented healthcare systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content and scope of the research. It captures the essence of the study—focusing on blockchain-based credentialing and access management in remote healthcare systems.

Alternative (optional suggestion):

“Blockchain-Based Secure Credentialing and Interoperable Access Framework for Remote Healthcare Systems” — this version may slightly improve readability without altering meaning.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract effectively summarizes the background, methods, key results, and implications of the research. It clearly presents quantitative improvements (e.g., 99.99% reduction in verification time, 650% throughput increase) that validate the contribution.

Suggestions:

· Consider shortening the results section slightly to focus on key metrics.

· Add a brief mention of potential real-world deployment scenarios to enhance impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. The design science approach, supported by quantitative simulations and statistical validations (t-tests, ANOVA, regression), lends strong credibility to the findings. The performance metrics, including latency, throughput, security resilience, and interoperability, are well defined and justified. The discussion links results effectively to prior literature. However, real-world validation remains a future need, which the authors have duly acknowledged.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, highly relevant, and predominantly recent (2020–2025). They include top-tier sources such as Frontiers in Digital Health, Scientific Reports, JMIR Medical Informatics, and Healthcare.

Minor Suggestion:

· A few seminal blockchain security or healthcare interoperability papers (2023–2024) from IEEE Access or    MDPI Sensors could further strengthen the technical depth.
	

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


	Yes, the manuscript is written in clear, precise, and academic English. The technical terms are well-used, and the flow between sections is coherent. Only minor grammatical simplifications and formatting refinements (e.g., spacing before equations and figures) are recommended for final proofreading.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and tables are well-structured and informative.

· The statistical validation enhances the robustness of results.

· The limitation section is honest and balanced, identifying the gap between simulated and real-world conditions.

· Future work suggestions (AI integration, standardization, regulatory compliance) are relevant and progressive.
Key Expected Improvements:
· Condense abstract and emphasize real-world impact.

· Improve figure clarity and methodological transparency.

· Add a short assumptions section and update recent citations.

Minor English and formatting corrections.
The manuscript presents a comprehensive, technically strong, and well-documented study on blockchain integration in healthcare credentialing systems. It effectively bridges theoretical concepts with applied design and performance validation. The research outcomes—such as real-time verification, cost efficiency, and improved interoperability—offer substantial value for digital health transformation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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