
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Medicine and Health Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOMAHR_14903

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Predictive Modeling and Machine Learning Approaches in Agrochemical Exposure and Health Risk Assessment

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE




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 provides a timely and comprehensive synthesis of machine learning applications in agrochemical exposure and health risk assessment, an area of growing environmental and public health concern. By bridging traditional risk assessment methodologies with cutting-edge data-driven approaches, the review offers valuable insights for environmental scientists, toxicologists, epidemiologists, and public health researchers. The systematic discussion of ML algorithms—including Random Forest, SVM, and neural networks—along with their advantages and limitations, serves as a practical resource for researchers seeking to adopt advanced predictive modeling in exposure science. Furthermore, the identification of key challenges such as model interpretability, data quality, and ethical considerations outlines a clear research agenda, making the manuscript highly relevant for guiding future interdisciplinary investigations and policy relevant innovations.
	



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 = Excellent 

	

	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 = Excellent 

	

	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 = Excellent 

	

	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
	5 = Excellent 

	

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

	

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

	

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

	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 = Satisfactory
The manuscript does not explicitly describe the literature search strategy (databases, keywords, inclusion/exclusion criteria), which is a common limitation in narrative reviews.
	

	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 = Good
The review critically compares traditional vs. ML approaches and discusses relative strengths/weaknesses of different algorithms, though deeper critical appraisal of individual studies could be expanded.
	

	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 = Excellent 

	

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

	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Excellent 

	

	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
	5 = Excellent 

	



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, but consider adding "A Review" for clarity.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it is well-structured.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but the literature search methodology should be described.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Sufficient, but a few more 2025–2026 references on Explainable AI in environmental health would strengthen the future perspectives section.
	

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

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

	NO
Based on a thorough review of the manuscript, there are no ethical issues present.

	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Major Comments
Literature search methodology is not described
The manuscript does not specify the search strategy (databases, keywords, inclusion/exclusion criteria, date range). As a review, transparency in methodology is essential for reproducibility.
1. Limited critical appraisal of included studies
While the review describes many ML applications, it lacks a systematic critique of study quality, sample sizes, validation methods (e.g., cross-validation, external validation), or risk of bias.
2. Lack of a conceptual figure or summary table of ML algorithms
Figure 1 is a generic exposure framework but does not specifically illustrate the ML workflow (data input → feature selection → model training → validation → prediction).
3. Future directions lack concrete implementation steps
Section 8 mentions XAI, IoT, and policy integration but does not provide specific, actionable recommendations for researchers or regulators.

Minor Comments
1. Abstract – The phrase "early detection of health risks" could be clarified; early detection based on what data streams? (e.g., biomonitoring, environmental sensing).
2. [bookmark: _GoBack]Keywords – Consider adding "Explainable AI (XAI)" as a keyword given its emphasis in future directions.
3. Section 2.1 (Types of Agrochemicals) – Missing emerging concerns like microplastic-associated agrochemicals or adjuvant toxicity. Not essential but could strengthen breadth.
4. Language – Very good overall, but minor typos exist:
· "REFERNCES" (should be "REFERENCES")
· Section 5.3 heading: "5.3 Biomonitoring and Exposure Prediction" – consistent capitalization with other headings.
5. Declarations section – "Availability of Data and Materials" states no new datasets were generated, which is appropriate. However, the authors could state that data from cited studies are available from their original sources.

The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic and is well-written. However, the lack of a transparent literature search methodology and limited critical appraisal of included studies significantly weaken its value as a scholarly review. With addition of a search strategy, a critical appraisal table, and clearer differentiation between exposure vs. health outcome prediction, the manuscript would be suitable for publication.
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