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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 is an excellent and very timely systematic review.Heart disease prediction is a huge area for AI, and there's a ton of fragmented research. This paper does a great job pulling it all together to show what really works and, crucially, where the big gaps for real-world use still are.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes,it's clear, descriptive, and perfectly matches the paper's content.
	

	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 outstanding.It succinctly summarizes the objectives, rigorous methodology, key findings (like the 17/31 studies showing superiority), and the critical takeaway about external validation and deployment challenges.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology is exceptionally robust.Following PRISMA with clear inclusion/exclusion criteria and extracting data across eight predefined categories is exactly what a high-quality systematic review should do. The analysis and conclusions are well-supported by the extracted data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, it seems they are all sufficient.
	

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


	The language is very good - clear,formal, and precise.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a really well-executed piece of work.The tables (like the large summary of all 31 studies) are incredibly useful. I particularly appreciate that the discussion doesn't just hype the results but honestly tackles the limitations: only ~50% external validation, algorithmic bias, and the "how do we actually use this?" problem. It's a balanced and valuable contribution.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified.The study is a review of published literature.
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