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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 is significant for the scientific and professional community as it explores how predictive analytics and data-driven methodologies can optimize project delivery efficiency in construction and infrastructure management. It contributes to bridging the gap between traditional project management practices and emerging data science techniques, offering insights into how machine learning and statistical modeling can forecast project performance indicators such as cost, time, and risk. The topic aligns with the growing trend of digital transformation in construction and supports sustainable, data-informed decision-making for project delivery.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title effectively captures the general focus of the study but could be slightly refined to emphasize the methodological nature of the work. While “Predictive Analytics for Improving Project Delivery Efficiency” conveys the main theme, it does not reflect that the manuscript primarily involves a review or synthesis-based analysis. A more precise and informative alternative title could be: “A Systematic Review of Predictive Analytics Applications for Enhancing Project Delivery Efficiency in Construction and Infrastructure Management.” This would make the article’s scope clearer to readers and align it with scholarly conventions.
	

	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 presents an adequate overview of the study but lacks concise articulation of the research problem, methodological process, and major findings. It would benefit from including the specific predictive modeling techniques or frameworks evaluated, the datasets or case studies referenced. Furthermore, it should end with a short but impactful conclusion highlighting the contribution of the paper to both theory and practice. Removing repetitive or background-oriented sentences would make the abstract more focused and technically informative.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually sound but scientifically weak in methodological rigor and analytical validation. While it correctly identifies key areas where predictive analytics can improve project delivery, the absence of detailed model comparison, validation strategies, or reproducibility measures limits its reliability. The methodology section should provide clearer explanations of the systematic review protocol, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and data synthesis techniques. Incorporating comparative analysis or statistical evaluation of predictive models would strengthen the scientific credibility and overall research robustness of the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are generally relevant but not fully sufficient or recent enough to reflect the rapid advancements in AI-driven predictive analytics. Several citations are dated, and the review would benefit from incorporating more recent literature (2023–2025) focusing on hybrid ML frameworks, digital twin systems, and deep learning-based project forecasting in construction. Including benchmark studies from leading journals such as Automation in Construction and Advanced Engineering Informatics would improve the manuscript’s depth, scholarly grounding, and connection to current research trends.
	

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


	The overall language is understandable but lacks the refinement expected for scholarly communication. Some sections are verbose and repetitive, while others require better logical flow and technical precision. Improving grammar, sentence structure, and academic tone would enhance clarity. The paper would benefit from professional language editing to correct minor punctuation issues, ensure consistent use of terminology, and make the writing more concise and engaging. Better formatting of tables, figures, and section headings would also elevate the paper’s presentation quality.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The paper lacks a clear and measurable research gap, making it difficult to identify the unique contribution of this review to existing literature.

2. The methodological framework is not aligned with established systematic review standards (e.g., PRISMA or ROSES), reducing reproducibility.

3. There is insufficient quantitative synthesis—no statistical aggregation or comparative performance analysis between predictive models is presented.

4. The scope of databases used for literature collection is too narrow, omitting key repositories such as IEEE, Web of Science, and ScienceDirect.

5. The results section is descriptive and lacks analytical interpretation; no meta-analytical validation or bias assessment is performed.

6. The discussion section repeats findings rather than connecting them to theoretical or practical implications for project management systems.

7. The figures and tables are not well-integrated into the narrative; some lack proper captions, numbering, and context.

8. The recommendations remain generic without proposing technical frameworks, validation models, or KPIs for practical implementation.

9. References are not fully updated, missing the latest studies in AI and digital twin-based predictive analytics (2023–2025).

10. The conclusion lacks depth—it restates results instead of summarizing critical insights, limitations, and precise future research directions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
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