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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 is highly relevant to the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and timely review of the emerging technologies driving the transformation of conventional healthcare systems into smart hospitals. By integrating insights from biomedical engineering, artificial intelligence, the Internet of Medical Things (IoMT), robotics, advanced monitoring systems, and digital healthcare infrastructures, the review offers a multidisciplinary perspective on the future of healthcare delivery. The manuscript not only highlights the clinical and operational benefits of these innovations but also critically examines key challenges related to interoperability, cybersecurity, ethical governance, and implementation barriers. Its findings can serve as a valuable resource for researchers, healthcare professionals, biomedical engineers, policymakers, and technology developers working toward the development of secure, efficient, patient-centered, and sustainable healthcare ecosystems.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	Rating : 5 = Excellent

Comments:
The title, “The Rise of Smart Hospitals: Biomedical Engineering Innovations in Automation, Monitoring, and Digital Healthcare,” is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the scope and content of the manuscript. It effectively highlights the key themes discussed in the review, including smart hospital technologies, biomedical engineering advancements, healthcare automation, patient monitoring, and digital healthcare systems. The title is engaging and relevant to current trends in healthcare innovation, making it suitable for both academic and professional audiences.
	

	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
	Rating : 5 = Excellent

Comments:

The abstract is comprehensive, well-structured, and effectively summarizes the manuscript. It clearly presents the background, objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the review. The abstract successfully highlights the major biomedical engineering innovations contributing to smart hospitals, including AI, IoMT, robotics, predictive monitoring, and digital healthcare ecosystems, while also acknowledging important implementation challenges such as cybersecurity, interoperability, privacy, and scalability. The concluding remarks provide a clear perspective on future directions and the significance of secure, interoperable, and human-centered healthcare technologies, making the abstract informative and representative of the manuscript's overall content.
	

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

Comments:
The keywords (Smart hospitals, Biomedical engineering, IoMT, Healthcare automation, Digital health) are highly relevant, specific, and effectively represent the core themes of the manuscript. They enhance discoverability and accurately reflect the content of the review
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

Comments:

The introduction provides a comprehensive overview of the evolution of smart hospitals, the role of biomedical engineering, and the technological drivers of healthcare transformation. The background is logically organized and adequately establishes the context and significance of the review. 
	

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

Comments:

The objectives are clearly stated in both the abstract and methodology sections. The manuscript explicitly aims to critically analyze biomedical engineering innovations contributing to smart hospitals, with emphasis on automation, monitoring technologies, and digital healthcare ecosystems.
	

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

Comments:

The literature review is highly relevant and directly aligned with the study objectives. It comprehensively covers major technological domains including AI, IoMT, robotics, biosensors, telemedicine, predictive monitoring, interoperability, and cybersecurity in smart hospitals.
	

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

Comments:

Most cited references are from 2023–2026, demonstrating strong coverage of current developments in smart healthcare technologies. The inclusion of recent peer-reviewed studies ensures the review reflects the latest advancements and emerging trends.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comments:

The manuscript clearly identifies the databases searched, keywords used, and thematic organization of the review. However, as a narrative review, it lacks detailed information regarding inclusion/exclusion criteria, screening procedures, and study selection processes. Additional methodological details would improve transparency and reproducibility.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comments:

The manuscript goes beyond simple description by discussing implementation barriers, ethical concerns, cybersecurity risks, interoperability challenges, and limitations of AI systems. However, deeper comparative analysis and synthesis of conflicting findings across studies could further strengthen the critical evaluation.
	

	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

	Rating: 5 = Excellent

Comments:

The manuscript clearly identifies current challenges and future research opportunities, including explainable AI, digital twins, edge AI, 6G-enabled healthcare systems, human-centered design, and smart hospital deployment in low-resource settings. The future directions section is comprehensive and forward-looking.
	

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

Comments:

The conclusions are well supported by the literature reviewed and logically synthesize the major findings. They appropriately balance the benefits of smart hospital technologies with the challenges that must be addressed for successful implementation.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comments:

The manuscript extensively discusses limitations associated with smart hospital technologies, including technical, economic, ethical, and cybersecurity challenges. However, the limitations of the review methodology itself (e.g., narrative review design and potential selection bias) are not explicitly discussed.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

Comments:

The reference list predominantly consists of recent publications from reputable, peer-reviewed journals and recognized scientific publishers. The sources are relevant, current, and appropriate for a review article in the field of biomedical engineering and digital healthcare.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

Comments:

The manuscript is written in a clear, professional, and academically appropriate style. The content is well structured, terminology is used consistently, and the discussion is understandable to researchers, clinicians, and biomedical engineering professionals. Minor language polishing may further improve readability, but overall clarity is 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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant and rapidly evolving topic in healthcare technology and provides a comprehensive overview of biomedical engineering innovations supporting smart hospitals. The review is well organized, supported by recent literature, and offers valuable insights into current technologies, implementation challenges, and future opportunities. However, before final acceptance, the authors may be encouraged to strengthen the methodological rigor of the review by providing more details regarding article selection criteria and literature screening procedures. Additionally, a more explicit discussion of the limitations of the narrative review approach and deeper critical comparison of existing studies would further enhance the scholarly contribution of the manuscript. Overall, the manuscript is of good quality and is suitable for publication after minor revisions.	

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

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

	NO
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