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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 manuscript is of significant importance to the scientific community as it provides a timely and systematic assessment of the rapidly evolving field of machine learning in public health surveillance. By synthesizing evidence from diverse data sources—from digital traces to wastewater genomics—it offers a crucial evidence map for researchers and public health officials navigating the modern landscape of outbreak detection. The review's critical appraisal of implementation readiness and its clear recommendations provide a much-needed roadmap for the responsible and effective integration of these technologies into real-world public health systems, directly impacting future pandemic preparedness and response strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is accurate but could be more specific. The methodology ("integrative systematic review") and specific geographic focus are key aspects that should be reflected.
Suggested alternative title: "Machine Learning for Early Disease Outbreak Detection in the United States: An Integrative Systematic Review of Multisource Data Integration"
	

	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 in its coverage of objectives, methods, and results. However, the results section is a dense list of findings. It would be strengthened by concluding with a single, powerful sentence that synthesizes the main takeaway.

Suggestion for addition: Add a concluding sentence to the results, such as: "Collectively, the evidence supports the high potential of ML for enhancing situational awareness but underscores that operational trust depends on standardized prospective validation and clear governance frameworks."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The methodology is robust, the data extraction appears thorough, and the conclusions are supported by the evidence presented. One critical correction is needed: the manuscript must be revised to state that a narrative synthesis was used, as a quantitative meta-analysis was correctly deemed unfeasible due to heterogeneity, contradicting the initial claim in section 2.1.
	

	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 appropriately recent, encompassing key literature in the field up to 2024. They adequately support the background, discussion, and contextualization of the findings.


	

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


	Yes, the language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. However, the prose is occasionally dense and relies heavily on passive voice. A thorough copy-edit to enhance readability and conciseness is recommended before final publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The thematic analysis in Section 3.3 is a strength but would benefit from a more critical, synthesizing conclusion for each theme (e.g., explicitly stating the key trade-offs in the model-data design space). Furthermore, the recommendations in Section 5.2 are pertinent but would be more impactful if structured for specific stakeholders (e.g., researchers, policymakers, funders) to enhance actionability. Table 1 is an excellent resource but requires formatting corrections to fix misaligned columns and row spills.
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