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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 significant and rapidly growing area of research by examining the role of artificial intelligence in breast cancer diagnosis. It offers useful insights into current advancements while highlighting key challenges like generalization, interpretability, and clinical integration. This study will help the scientific community for better understanding the gap between experimental performance and real-world application. By emphasizing emerging approaches, like multimodal learning and explainable AI, it also points toward future research directions for developing more reliable and clinically applicable diagnostic systems.
	



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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	2
	

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

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

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	



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.
	Bridging the Gap Between AI Performance and Clinical Practice: A Comprehensive Scoping Review of Breast Cancer Diagnosis.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured, but not fully optimal for Q1 quality journal. it presents the research background, objective, scope of the review and summarizes the key findings, particularly the dominance of deep learning models and the issue of limited generalization. It also highlights major challenges effectively such as dataset limitations, lack of interpretability, and difficulties in clinical integration, and briefly points toward emerging solutions like multimodal learning and explainable AI. However, it has some limitations. This abstract is y descriptive and lacks quantitative specificity, such as summarized performance statistics or comparative insights. It does not clearly emphasize the novel contribution or unique perspective, which is important for Q1-level impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound at a general level, but not fully rigorous fro a high-impact (Q1) scientific perspective. The manuscript lacks scientific depth and strict methodological rigor in several areas. Many claims (e.g., performance ranges, generalization gaps of 10–25%) are presented without detailed statistical validation or strong comparative evidence. The absence of quantitative synthesis, formal bias assessment, and standardized evaluation protocols weakens the scientific robustness. Additionally, some inconsistencies in references and the limited number of included studies reduce the reliability of broader conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references in the manuscript are partially sufficient and generally recent, but are not fully adequate for a Q1 journal quality. The references are relatively limited, especially given the scope of the review, which weakens its comprehensiveness. Additionally, some references appear inconsistent with the inclusion criteria, including studies not directly related to breast cancer or AI in medical imaging. There is also a lack of seminal or highly cited foundational works in certain areas, which reduces the depth of the literature. Furthermore, the manuscript does not sufficiently incorporate large-scale or benchmark studies, which are essential for a high-impact review.
	

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

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

	No 
	


Reviewer details:
. Khawar Ali, North University of China, Pakistan



Page 3 of 4
V240326


