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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.


	This manuscript adds to the expanding research on intelligent healthcare decision-support systems by delivering a detailed comparative analysis of ensemble learning methods—Bagging, Boosting, and Stacking—for the early detection of diabetic retinopathy risk and tailored therapeutic recommendations. By carefully examining both predictive performance and practical aspects like the bias–variance trade-off and interpretability, the study provides important insights for researchers and practitioners engaged in the intersection of machine learning and clinical decision-making. The introduced hybrid and stacking-based methods illustrate how ensemble techniques can improve robustness and generalization in sensitive medical applications. Overall, this work advocates for the use of data-driven models to enhance early diagnosis and personalized treatment planning in diabetes management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and appropriately conveys the scope and contributions of the work. It effectively communicates the use of ensemble learning techniques, the comparative nature of the study, and the medical application domain (diabetic retinopathy and early diabetes detection). As a result, the title does not need to be changed.
	

	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 study's motivation, methodology, dataset characteristics, evaluation metrics, and main conclusions are all succinctly summarized in the abstract. The comparison of the Bagging, Boosting, and Stacking techniques and their applicability to early detection and individualized treatment are sufficiently highlighted. There is no need for significant additions. To increase reader transparency, it might be a small improvement to state clearly that the dataset is artificial but clinically grounded.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is methodologically and scientifically sound. The model selection, evaluation metrics, problem formulation, experimental design, and comparative analysis are all in line with accepted methods in medical data analysis and machine learning. The scientific rigor is further strengthened by the discussion of overfitting, computational complexity, and the bias-variance trade-off. The study's quantitative data and experimental findings support every conclusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, pertinent, and include both recent, reputable sources in medical AI and diabetic retinopathy research as well as seminal works on ensemble learning. references from reputable journals and publishers (e.g. The g. credibility (CRC Press, Springer, Nature, JAMA, WHO, ADA). As the bibliography sufficiently supports the theoretical and experimental components of the manuscript, no further references are currently strictly necessary.
	

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


	In general, the manuscript's language and English quality are appropriate for scholarly communication. The manuscript is technically understandable and well-written. The work's clarity and scientific content are unaffected by minor stylistic and grammatical changes, but they can still make it easier to read.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper offers a comprehensive, well-organized study with strong experimental validation, a clear motivation, and an insightful discussion of the practical implications. For practical deployment considerations, the comparison between stacking and full hybrid ensembles is especially helpful. Future research could expand the study by using explainable AI techniques to improve clinical interpretability and validating the method on sizable real-world clinical datasets.
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