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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 synthesizes the rapidly growing body of work on machine learning applications in infectious disease surveillance and outbreak prediction. The stematic review of diverse pathogens and approaches, highlights how AI can provide early warning signals, improve resource allocation, and strengthen public health preparedness. The paper also bridges the gap between technical performance and real-world implementation, emphasizing challenges such as bias, privacy, and equity that are often overlooked in purely technical reviews. Its insights can guide both researchers and policymakers in designing more effective, equitable, and scalable surveillance systems for future global health threats.
	


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
	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
	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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
	5
	

	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.
	The title is clear and relevant, but it could be improved by making it more concise and impactful.
Suggestion: Consider shortening the phrasing to emphasize the core focus


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract provides a broad overview of the study, but it is somewhat lengthy and lacks specific quantitative details.
Suggestion: Include concrete performance metrics (e.g., accuracy ranges, sensitivity, lead times achieved by ML models) and rephrase the abstract slightly to make it more precise and impactful for readers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with clear methodology and logical synthesis. But the comparative analysis between ML approaches and traditional epidemiological models is limited.
Suggestion: Strengthen the discussion by explicitly contrasting ML models with conventional approaches (e.g., ARIMA, SEIR), highlighting where ML provides clear advantages and where traditional models may still be preferable.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are recent, peer-reviewed, and from authentic sources. They sufficiently support the arguments presented.
Suggestion: To further enhance the paper, consider adding references that focus on real-world implementation case studies of ML in national surveillance systems. This would balance the technical discussion with practical applications and policy relevance.


	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is strong, but there are a few areas where improvements would make it more impactful. The title is clear but could be made more concise to emphasize the core focus without redundancy. 

The abstract provides a good overview but only verbally strong and would benefit from including specific quantitative details such as accuracy ranges or lead times to make the findings more concrete. The scientific analysis is sound, yet the discussion could be strengthened by explicitly contrasting machine learning approaches with traditional epidemiological models, highlighting both advantages and limitations. Finally, while the references are recent and sufficient, adding more implementation-focused studies—particularly those showing real-world integration of ML into national surveillance systems—would balance the technical insights with practical relevance. These refinements would enhance clarity, depth, and utility for both researchers and policymakers.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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