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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 makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by providing an empirical, data-driven assessment of adaptive AI pipelines in the critical domain of population health. It moves beyond theoretical discourse to quantify the tangible impacts of these systems on healthcare efficiency, security vulnerabilities, and governance awareness. Furthermore, the study crucially identifies and measures systemic gaps, particularly in governance and equity, offering a clear, evidence-based roadmap for researchers and policymakers to develop more secure, trustworthy, and equitable AI-driven health systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No.

Suggested Alternative Titles:

1. Quantifying the Impact: Adaptive AI Pipelines Reduce Healthcare Utilization and Expose Governance Gaps

2. An Empirical Analysis of Adaptive AI in Population Health: Efficiency Gains, Anomaly Detection, and Systemic Governance Gaps

3. Governance, Security, and Efficiency: An Evidence-Based Framework for Adaptive AI in Population Health Analytics

4. Adaptive AI for Population Health: A Governance-First Approach
	

	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.


	No, the abstract is not fully comprehensive in its current form.

Here are brief suggestions for improvement:

Add:

1. A clear statement of the research problem/gap at the beginning. Why was this study necessary?

2. The specific analytical techniques used for each dataset (e.g., Fixed-effects regression for MEPS, PCA for WHO indicators). The methods are listed but not explicitly linked to the datasets/results.

3. A concluding sentence that summarizes the main takeaway or broader implication of the study, beyond just the recommendations.

Delete/Reduce:

· The phrase "This study recommends..." is slightly less formal. It can be rephrased to "The study concludes with recommendations for..." to maintain an objective tone.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on a comprehensive review of the content, structure, and methodology, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and correct.

Here is a breakdown of the key elements that support this assessment:

1. Methodological Rigor: The study employs well-established and appropriate quantitative methods (fixed-effects regression, CUSUM, logistic regression, PCA) that are correctly described and logically applied to the respective datasets and research objectives.

2. Logical Flow and Coherence: The findings from the analyses are clearly presented and then effectively discussed in the context of the existing literature cited in the paper. The results directly address the stated objectives.

3. Data-Driven Conclusions: The conclusions and recommendations are strongly supported by the empirical evidence presented in the results section. The claims are not overstated and are justified by the statistical findings (p-values, odds ratios, variance explained).

4. Contextualization within Literature: The manuscript demonstrates a strong command of the relevant field by frequently and accurately relating its own findings to prior research, which is a hallmark of scientific writing.

Minor Considerations for Final Polish:

· Citation Consistency: Ensure all in-text citations have a corresponding entry in the reference list and vice-versa. A final check is recommended.

· Figure/Table Referencing: The text correctly refers to tables and figures, but the actual figures (e.g., Figure 1, 2, 3...) are not included in the provided text. The final manuscript must include these visuals.

In summary, the core scientific argument, methodology, analysis, and interpretation are robust and correct. The manuscript makes a valid and valuable contribution to the scientific literature.
	

	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 impressively recent.

	

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


	No, the language quality requires significant improvement for scholarly communication.

In brief, the main issues are:

· Wordiness and Redundancy: Many sentences are unnecessarily long and complex.

· Awkward Phrasing: Several constructions are clunky and not idiomatic academic English.

· Inconsistent Formality: The tone occasionally shifts from formal to informal.

Suggestion: A thorough round of copyediting is essential to enhance clarity, conciseness, and academic tone.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Areas for Improvement:
· Clarity and Conciseness: The language needs polishing to improve flow and reduce wordiness for a scholarly audience.

· Title and Abstract: These should be refined to better highlight your specific empirical findings and contributions.

· Final Polish: A final proofread for consistency in citations and to integrate figures is needed.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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