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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.


	Importance of the Manuscript:

Here, we reported on one timely application of state-of-the-art machine learning (ML) methods to an acute public health challenge in Kenya, namely neonatal mortality. 
Using and benchmarking some ensemble algorithms using state-of-the-art national demographic survey data (2022 KDHS) further demonstrates the powerful prediction potential of ML in this domain. 
The clear focus on interpretability with SHAP and LIME is a huge asset, as it goes beyond black-box predictions and offers the policy makers as well as healthcare providers practical recommendations for action. 
The relevance of this work for public health researchers, data scientists and health officers that seek to leverage data-driven tools for focused interventions to meet targets of the Sustainable Development Goals
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is straightforward, specific, and to the point. It does a good job with the main takeaways: methods (Machine Learning), goals (Predicting Neonatal Mortality), place (Kenya), data repository (2022 KDHS).
	

	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 complete. To make it more solid, the main manuscript's Limitations section (section 4) cannot be ignored for the purpose of presentation. As one last sentence it could be rewritten thusly: "The model's generalizability might be constrained by the exclusion of crucial clinical variables from missing data despite high performance." This will help readers get more out of the experience
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodological approach is scientific, as the manuscript generally makes good sense to applying the ML methodology.
 But it raises some critical scientific questions; not the least of these given an extraordinarily high performance metrics. This often reflects data leakage, overfitting for the training set, or even such-large class imbalance after a SMOTE. 
The author should present a better validation model (e.g., results of an entirely held-out test set and analysis on an SMOTE application) and should justify the plausibility of such near-perfect scores in a noisy, very crowded public health context.
 One should be justified more on discretization grounds, as that can fail to account for any meaningful spatial heterogeneity (for example, collapse of 47 counties to 8 provinces).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The mentions are mostly new and still relevant. However, the referenced SMOTE-Tomek technique (Ref 5) is a Medium publication and not peer-reviewed. This would be replaced by an original landmark paper of Chawla et al. (2002) or a peer-reviewed methodological publication. The other big references work well.

.
	

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


	The language here is easy to read and quite appropriate for academic discourse. In terms of the overall tone: The study has fewer common patterns, but with the grammatical or phrasing errors which are minor, those will be corrected if necessary (as in “the study tries more predictors. to improve the predictive power” for “increase predictive power”). A proofread should also be performed.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Optional/General Comments:

This SHAP + LIME and interpretability use is big and a huge leap forward! The policy suggestion for family planning was constructed by analyzing features, which enhances the translation value of the work. Open for consideration: The near-perfect results need careful study and explanation. Required Clarity: The Methodology Figure (Figure 1) is cited but only in the text, so it's difficult to review the workflow as a whole. Reproducibility: More detail about the specific software/packages — Python’s imblearn, shap and catboost, and versions could improve reproducibility
The methodology in line, important problem being addressed. It has multiple ensemble methods and is heavy on interpretability. The suggestion, known as the “Major Revision” recommendation, is essentially the following:

Examination and validation of the unacceptably high model outputs.

Clear description of data preprocessing steps and their explanation (discretization handling, missingness management).

The Medium article citation is no longer valid.

Verification of the validation pipeline confirming data does not leak.

Discussing these issues is imperative so that the scientific integrity of the research may be kept before its publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No specific ethical issues are raised with this analysis of this secondary, anonymized, publicly available demographic survey data. Ethical approvals and procedures for obtaining ethical consent for gathering primary data are typically in place for the Kenya Demographic and Health Surveys.

.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Competing Interest Concerns in the Manuscript —

The manuscript materials do not indicate competing interests.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no implication of plagiarism in this text given
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