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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a highly relevant and emerging challenge by integrating adversarial robustness, privacy preservation, and explainable AI within a unified federated learning framework.

The study proposing a practical and scalable solution that enhances trustworthiness and reliability of AI-driven medical imaging systems.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the scope of the study, including adversarial attacks, privacy concerns, and healthcare AI frameworks. However, the title is slightly lengthy and could be made more concise for improved readability and impact. Overall, the title is appropriate and relevant to the study.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The abstract provides a clear overview of the research problem, methodology, and key findings of the study. However, minor improvements in clarity and conciseness could further enhance readability.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The keywords selected for the manuscript are generally appropriate and relevant to the subject matter. They adequately reflect the core concepts and scope of the study, making it easier for readers and researchers to identify the manuscript in database searches. However, the inclusion of a few more specific and contemporary terms related to the methodology and application domain could further improve discoverability and indexing effectiveness.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The background information provided in the manuscript is generally sufficient and well organized. However, the background section could be further strengthened by including more recent studies and clearly highlighting the research gap,
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The research objectives of the manuscript are clearly stated and aligned with the overall purpose of the study. However, the clarity could be further improved. Clearly distinguishing between primary and secondary objectives would have enhanced readability and strengthen the focus of the study.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 , The literature review included in the manuscript is relevant to the research topic and provides a reasonable overview of existing work in the field. However, the review could be strengthened by incorporating more recent publications, particularly from the last two to three years, to reflect the latest developments in the area.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The research methodology adopted in the manuscript is appropriate for addressing the stated research objectives. The authors have selected suitable methods and procedures that align with the nature of the study and support the investigation effectively. However, the section would benefit from additional details regarding data collection procedures and evaluation criteria to improve reproducibility. 
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The authors demonstrate awareness of ethical requirements and provide appropriate information regarding data usage and research conduct. The manuscript adequately addresses ethical considerations relevant to the study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The results are presented clearly and in a logical sequence, making it easy for readers to follow the findings of the study. Tables and figures are appropriately used to support the results and enhance understanding. However, the presentation could be further improved by providing more detailed interpretations of key findings and ensuring that all tables and figures are properly labeled and discussed in the text.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The tables and figures included in the manuscript are clear, relevant, and contribute to the understanding of the study’s results. However, some tables and figures could benefit from more descriptive captions and improved labeling for better clarity. 
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The discussion section appropriately relates the study’s findings to existing literature. The authors compare their results with previously published work and highlight similarities and differences where relevant. However, the discussion could be further strengthened by including more critical analysis of the findings and incorporating additional recent references.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The conclusions drawn in the manuscript are generally supported by the data presented in the results section. The authors summarize the key findings effectively and align them with the stated research objectives. However, the section could be improved by avoiding overly broad generalizations and by clearly highlighting the specific contributions of the study. 
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3, The manuscript briefly addresses some limitations of the study; however, the discussion is somewhat limited and could be expanded for greater clarity and transparency.  
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant and support the research topic effectively. The authors have included a sufficient number of references to establish the context and justify the study. However, the reference list could be further improved by incorporating more recent publications. 
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4, The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, and the overall flow of the content is logical and coherent. The authors effectively communicate the research objectives, methodology, and findings in a manner that is accessible to readers within the field. 
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, The title of the article is suitable and reflects the main focus and scope of the study. It clearly conveys the subject matter and helps readers understand the core contribution of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, The abstract is comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the study, including the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and the methods, analysis, and conclusions are generally consistent with accepted research practices. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, The references included in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant to the research topic. The authors have cited appropriate studies to support the background, methodology, and discussion
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes, No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. The study appears to follow standard research practices, and there is no evidence of ethical concerns related to data usage, authorship, or research conduct
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely research problem and presents a reasonably structured study with appropriate methodology and analysis. The work demonstrates potential contribution to the field; however, some areas require minor improvements before publication. Specifically, the authors should strengthen the literature review with more recent references, provide additional methodological details for reproducibility, and expand the discussion of limitations and future research directions.
Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revisions. The suggested improvements are primarily related to clarity, completeness, and presentation rather than fundamental methodological concerns.
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P.Krishnamoorthy, Sasi Institute of Technology and Engineering, India
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