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	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.


	 The paper deals with this methodology applicable to the problem of hernia classification, a concept widely-dependent of machine learning in medical data analytics. But, comparative studies of this type on UCI datasets have already been extensively reported in literature by employing standard classifiers like KNN, SVM, ANN and Random Forest. The article offers comparative confirmation rather than the new methodological or clinical progress. Therefore its contribution to the overall scientific literature is of medium or low value, mainly confirming findings rather than providing new evidence.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Yes, the paper title is appropriate which is “Application of Machine Learning Techniques in Hernia Classification”. It is a proper representation of the scope, methodology and target of the article, with appropriate keywords. No alternative title is required.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is informative and provides a concise overview of background objectives, methods, and main results. It neatly showcases the comparison between different supervised machine learning models and Random Forest as being the best among all.

Suggestion: The abstract would be better if the sample size was briefly mentioned and that clinical relevance of findings were highlighted. Slight rewriting is also advised (to) avoid the reappearance of similarity- more originality!
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the paper is scientifically sound. The methodology is well described, the mathematical expressions are relevant and the evaluation criteria (degree of accuracy, sensitivity, specificity and Cohen A k) were accurately used. Results The results support the conclusions. There are no ethical or conflict of interest issues as we analyze secondary and publicly available data from the UCI Machine Learning Repository.
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