Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Computer Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRCOS_150423

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	HYBRID APPROACHES IN PACKAGE LEARNING FOR EARLY DIABETES DETECTION AND OPTIMIZATION OF THERAPEUTIC STRATEGIES: A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF STACKING, BAGGING AND BOOSTING MODELS.

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Review-Minor Revision

•
The abstract claims that the proposed algorithm is effective but does not compare its performance with existing approaches. Including a comparative evaluation would provide stronger validation of its advantages.

•
The study relies on a simulated model to evaluate the algorithm, but it is unclear whether real-world experimental were considered. Addressing the applicability of the model to actual data would enhance the study's impact.

•
The introduction should clearly conclude with a distinct paragraph highlighting the novel contributions of your work.

•
The literature review should benefit from more explorations of more previous studies.

•
The discussion section needs to be expanded to more thoroughly analyze the results.

•
The first paragraph of the conclusion should succinctly summarize the contributions of the study in past tense, clearly stating what has been accomplished and the impact it has on the field.The second paragraph of the conclusion should provide clear and actionable future recommendations.

•
The manuscript has some of English grammatical errors, proofread please accordingly.

•
Consider the following studies in the reference section:

1.
Enhanced concept-level sentiment analysis system with expanded ontological relations for efficient classification of user reviews

2.
Machine learning driven dashboard for chronic myeloid leukemia prediction using protein sequences

3.
Opinion mining of politics and inflation using roman Urdu dataset

4.
Trustworthy load forecasting with generative AI: A dual-attention convlstm and VAE-based approach

•
Several parameters have been measured in this study. The author should explain the method of measuring each in the method section. It is recommended to use photos and documentary images.

•
The quality of the shapes is low and it is better not to use white font in the shape text.

•
The theoretic analysis is OK, while the language should be more precisely. Further more, flowchat or other figure should be provided for better understanding

•
The abstract is too long and not briefly. The important strategy and their impacts should be introduced.

•
The application problems are too old. Recently application is more persuasive.

•
When turning the parameters, the proposed algorithm would be performs better on complex problems.
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