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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 discusses an increasingly relevant topic the integration of AI, machine learning, and deep learning into modern Management Information Systems and Decision Support Systems. As organizations move toward more data-driven operations, understanding how AI can enhance strategic decision-making is valuable for both researchers and practitioners. The proposed conceptual framework offers a structured way to think about AI-enabled MIS architectures, which can help guide future studies and system designs. With further refinement, this work has the potential to contribute to ongoing discussions about digital transformation and intelligent decision automation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is broadly suitable because it reflects the paper’s focus on AI-driven decision support and MIS design. However, it is a bit long and slightly repetitive. A more concise alternative could be:
“AI-Driven MIS Architectures: Deep Learning–Enabled Decision Support for Business Operations”
	

	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 explains the motivation, mentions AI/ML/DL integration, and briefly describes the proposed framework. However, it would benefit from clearer wording about the main contribution. The abstract should explicitly state that the paper presents a conceptual MIS architecture, rather than an empirical model or experiment. I also recommend tightening the language, removing some repeated phrases, and adding one sentence explaining how the framework was developed (e.g., literature analysis, conceptual modeling).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually correct and aligns with well-known ideas about modern AI-enabled MIS. However, some figures and results appear to imply empirical validation, but there is no methodology section explaining the data, tools, algorithms, or evaluation setup. If the figures are meant to be illustrative rather than based on real experiments, this should be clearly stated to avoid confusion. Overall, the ideas are logical, but the manuscript should more clearly distinguish between conceptual claims and empirical evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include a mix of foundational MIS work and recent AI-related studies, which is good. However, citation formatting is inconsistent, some are author-year, some are numbered. This should be standardized according to the journal format. Additionally, including a few more recent empirical studies on AI-driven MIS or AI-supported business decision-making would strengthen the background.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires editing to improve clarity. Many sentences are overly long, and there are some grammatical issues and awkward phrases. A careful proofreading pass preferably by someone fluent in academic English would significantly improve the readability and professionalism of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The structure could be improved by separating the conceptual architecture, use cases, and challenges into clearer sections.

· It would help to explain whether the figures represent real data or hypothetical scenarios.

· Narrowing the number of use cases and providing more depth on the strongest ones may improve the focus.

· The discussion on ethics and governance is meaningful; expanding it with concrete frameworks would strengthen the paper.
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