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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 addresses a rapidly expanding area at the intersection of artificial intelligence and cardiovascular medicine. As ML/DL techniques continue to influence diagnostic and prognostic workflows, a structured review that synthesizes evidence from the last five years is timely and valuable. The paper consolidates findings from diverse datasets, algorithms, and clinical applications, making it useful for both researchers and clinicians who wish to understand current trends, performance expectations, and practical limitations. The review also highlights the existing gaps that must be addressed before broader clinical adoption is feasible.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
The title accurately reflects the scope and content of the manuscript and does not require modification.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and outlines the objectives, methods, and high-level findings clearly. It may benefit from a brief mention of methodological limitations (e.g., lack of external validation in many studies) and a short statement emphasizing adherence to systematic review standards. However, overall it provides an adequate summary of the work.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
The manuscript is scientifically sound. The authors follow a clear methodology, including defined inclusion/exclusion criteria and adherence to widely accepted systematic review practices. The discussion is balanced, and the synthesis of results is handled with appropriate caution, especially when comparing heterogeneous studies.
A few areas could be strengthened:

· A short section evaluating risk of bias across the included studies (for example, noting variations in validation methods) would improve methodological clarity.

· The discussion on interpretability could be expanded, as it is a recurring issue affecting translation of ML/DL models into clinical environments.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
References are recent and appropriate for the review period (2020–2025). The majority are peer-reviewed and relevant to the research questions. A small number of additional citations on ML interpretability or AI deployment frameworks could enhance the discussion, but overall the references are sufficient.

	

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


	
The manuscript is well-written and communicates technical content clearly. A few paragraphs in the results section are lengthy and could be broken up to improve readability, but the overall language quality is suitable for scholarly publication.

	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and tables are informative; ensuring they are high-resolution in the final version will help clarity.

· A brief “Future Directions” section outlining practical pathways toward clinical adoption (e.g., regulatory considerations, prospective real-world validation) would strengthen the conclusion.

· The discussion around dataset diversity and demographic representation is valuable; expanding this slightly may add depth to the review’s implications for clinical equity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	
No ethical issues were identified. The study synthesizes previously published research and does not involve new data collection.

	


Reviewer details:

Chandra Shikhi Kodete, Eastern Illinois University, USA

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

