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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 timely and practically relevant problem: the automatic detection of online disinformation using supervised machine learning. The study offers an accessible comparative benchmark across several widely used classifiers within a unified TF-IDF pipeline, which makes the paper useful for readers seeking an applied baseline before moving to more complex deep-learning approaches. The results are clearly reported and show that classical machine-learning models remain highly competitive on this task when carefully tuned. With minor strengthening of the recent literature review and brief clarification of some methodological points, the manuscript can make a solid applied contribution for the journal readership.

	



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
	4/5 - Good. The title is clear, informative, and consistent with the manuscript content.

	

	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
	4/5 - Good. The abstract summarizes the models, optimization step, and main results well; a brief note on data split/validation and limitation would make it even stronger.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5 - Good. The keywords are relevant and searchable; adding terms such as TF-IDF or fake-news detection may improve discoverability.
	

	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
	4/5 - Good. The background is sufficient and logically organized for the scope of the paper.
	

	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
	5/5 - Excellent. The objective is explicit and remains aligned with the methodology and results.
	

	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
	4/5 - Good. The review is relevant, but it should be strengthened with more very recent studies and a clearer positioning of the present work.
	

	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
	4/5 - Good. The methodology is suitable for a comparative baseline study. A short clarification about dataset composition, source effects, and validation protocol would further improve rigor.
	

	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
	4/5 - Good. No obvious ethical concern appears. For completeness, the authors may state that the study uses public textual datasets and involves no direct human subjects.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5 - Good. Results are clearly structured and easy to compare across models.
	

	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
	4/5 - Good. Tables and figures are relevant; captions and formatting can be polished slightly for publication.
	

	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
	4/5 - Good. The discussion interprets the findings appropriately, although it can connect more explicitly to the most recent literature.
	

	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
	5/5 - Excellent. The conclusions are generally supported by the reported metrics and comparative analyses.
	

	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
	4/5 - Good. Limitations are acknowledged; a short note on possible source bias/data leakage risk would make this stronger.
	

	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
	3/5 - Satisfactory. The references are acceptable as a base, but the manuscript needs several recent additions to strengthen its scholarly positioning.
	

	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
	4/5 - Good. The manuscript is understandable overall; minor language polishing would improve fluency and consistency.
	



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 is suitable and accurately reflects the study. An optional refinement would be to use a slightly more index-friendly phrasing such as fake-news detection or text-based online disinformation detection if preferred by the journal.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is informative and aligned with the paper. It would become even stronger by briefly stating the validation setting and mentioning the main limitation of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically acceptable for this journal. The comparative setup is reasonable; however, the authors should briefly discuss possible dataset/source bias and the extremely high scores, especially the Random Forest AUC = 1.0, to reassure readers regarding generalization.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. This is the main point that should be improved before final acceptance. The literature review needs a clearer link to very recent machine-learning classification, optimization, and interpretable/efficient deployment studies. I strongly recommend adding and discussing the following references, as this is highly important for strengthening the novelty positioning, improving the contemporary relevance of the paper, and situating the proposed comparative framework within recent applied ML research:
1. DOI: 10.56294/dm2024577
2. DOI: 10.15676/ijeei.2025.17.4.11
3. DOI: 10.17586/2226-1494-2025-25-1-114-127
4. DOI: 10.1109/ICSIP61881.2024.10671552
How to add them effectively:
1. In the Introduction / literature review: cite them when discussing recent machine-learning classification frameworks, feature selection / optimization, and practical model efficiency.
2. In the Discussion: compare your findings with recent studies that emphasize strong model performance under tuned settings and the value of interpretable / efficient classifiers.
3. In the Conclusion / future work: use them to motivate a stronger discussion on optimization, explainability, and real-world deployment.
These additions are not a major burden for the authors, but they are very important because they will noticeably improve the manuscript's scholarly positioning and citation base.
	

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

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

	NO. No obvious ethical issues were identified in the current version. The authors may optionally add one sentence noting that the work relies on public datasets and involves no direct human-subject intervention.
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PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	I recommend acceptance after minor revision. The manuscript is timely, clearly organized, and reports strong empirical results that are suitable for the journal readership. The requested revisions are limited and easily addressable: mainly strengthening the recent literature review, adding the recommended references, and briefly clarifying generalization/overfitting considerations. I do not see the need for major reworking.
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