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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.

	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant topic, particularly the gap between high reported AI performance and limited real-world clinical adoption in breast cancer diagnosis. The focus on generalization, dataset bias, and clinical integration is appropriate and timely. The paper is useful as a synthesis of recent work and highlights practical challenges that are often under-discussed.
	



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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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. 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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The timeframe “2022–2026” should be corrected or explained, as inclusion of future-dated studies is unclear.
Consider shortening long sentences (especially the results section) to improve readability.
The key quantitative findings (e.g., typical accuracy ranges, generalization issues) could be stated more explicitly rather than broadly described.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is largely sound and logically organized, but several areas would benefit from clarification:
· Methodology clarity: The paper is described as a PRISMA-based scoping review, but it is not clear how rigor (e.g., study quality assessment or bias evaluation) was handled. A short clarification on why formal quality appraisal was not performed would strengthen the methodology. 
· PRISMA inconsistencies: The numbers in the PRISMA diagram (e.g., 1740 initial records) do not align with the text (170 studies identified). These should be reconciled. 
· Evidence support: Statements such as “performance drops of 10–25% on external datasets” should be directly tied to specific references or summarized in a table for transparency. 
· Figures vs text: Some figures (e.g., model type and dataset distribution) are described multiple times in slightly different wording. This can be streamlined, and each figure should add a distinct insight rather than repeat narrative text. 
· Table 1: This is a useful summary, but it would be more informative if a column for performance metrics (e.g., accuracy/AUC) or validation type (internal vs external) is added.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The reference list is recent overall, but it needs a careful check for accuracy and relevance. For example, one cited paper appears unrelated to the topic of breast cancer diagnosis: “Machine Learning for Hate Text Speech Detection: A Comprehensive review of techniques, dataset and challenges” (listed under Ismail et al., 2026). This reference should be removed unless it was cited in error and replaced with the intended breast cancer–related source. In addition, several author names and citations appear to contain spelling or formatting problems, which may have occurred during reference import. The authors should carefully verify each citation against the original source and ensure that all included references are directly relevant to AI-based breast cancer diagnosis.
	

	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

	The manuscript is relevant and well structured, but requires careful revision to address inconsistencies in the PRISMA data, improve reference quality, and strengthen methodological clarity. Most issues are fixable and relate to presentation and rigor rather than the core contribution.
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