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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.

	As a pediatric hematologist and oncologist, I wholeheartedly declare the need of this manuscript because a clear view like this is not only a representation of the advancement of modern science but also can provide a quicker path to detect the tiniest abnormalities in cellular level before they can progress to fully manifested hematological malignancies. By this way, we can diagnose & treat the patient before it can cause more harm. This will also help us to reduce the mortality & morbidity as well as financial burden of the patient. Moreover, it can also be helpful regarding the buildup of proper guideline for prevention of further progress along with treatment of hematological malignancies.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	3 
(It’s not author’ fault, as the search cutoff is up to 2023, so some information regarding most recent studies was absent.)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
(It’s not author’ fault, as the search cutoff is up to 2023)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	    5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. 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
(There are a few grammatical mistakes, sudden brakes within the lines, improper spacing in references. If the author corrects it, then it would make an appraisable collection in narrative review section.)
	





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.
	I truly appreciate the excellent title given by the author. But it seems to me that using “A Narrative Review” after “:” is a very common approach. However, I have an alternative suggestion, that is both evocative and artistic.
“A Narrative Review on Machine Learning Methods for Pre-Malignant Blood Cells Identification in Hematological Malignancies.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. Despite the vastness of the topic, the author’s ability to present each point so succinctly in the abstract is truly impressive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. As numerous references providing strong support for the manuscript’s scientifical soundness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The author has provided many recently published notable references (despite the search cutoff up to 2023) which are more than enough. However, during my research work for reviewing this manuscript, these two articles got my attention, which are also more recent study on the similar topic. I think these two articles could enrich & strengthen this study more in the part of “future research direction”.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No.
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	[bookmark: _GoBack]
The portion of the manuscript including discussion of findings, implications of study and limitations is the most informative one.
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