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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 timely and important problem as hospitals increasingly integrate artificial intelligence, Internet of Things technologies, analytics, automation, and interoperable digital platforms. Its main scientific contribution is the distinction between digitised/connected smart hospitals and the stronger concept of a cognitive hospital that learns, anticipates, adapts, and operates under accountable human governance. The synthesis is useful for clinicians, health-informatics researchers, hospital leaders, and policy makers because it separates conceptual maturity claims from empirical evidence and highlights the limited evidence for patient-safety and clinical outcomes. The proposed maturity continuum and future research agenda could provide a useful basis for more rigorous evaluation, provided the limitations of the literature-search strategy are addressed.
	






PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the central smart-to-cognitive hospital theme and review design.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is structured and comprehensive and appropriately reports the limited certainty of clinical and safety outcomes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with a major methodological reservation. The synthesis and interpretation are generally cautious and scientifically coherent; however, the claim of a systematic literature review is weakened by reliance on openly accessible web-indexed searches rather than direct searches of major bibliographic databases, together with single-reviewer screening, extraction, and appraisal. The authors should strengthen/re-run the search using direct database strategies and independent verification, or explicitly reframe the review type and claims.

Recommendation: Major Revision. The manuscript is timely, well organised, and analytically strong, particularly in distinguishing conceptual evidence from implementation outcomes and in avoiding causal overstatement. The principal concern is the comprehensiveness and reproducibility of the evidence search: public web searches of indexed pages are not equivalent to direct bibliographic database searches and may materially affect study capture. A secondary concern is that screening, extraction, and appraisal were completed by one reviewer. I would support publication after the authors strengthen the database search (or clearly reframe the review type), update PRISMA and the synthesis accordingly, and, if feasible, independently verify at least the full-text selection and included-study extraction/appraisal.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, completeness cannot currently be demonstrated. The cited references are generally recent, relevant, and from appropriate peer-reviewed or methodological sources, but the search did not directly include major databases such as Embase, Scopus, Web of Science, CINAHL, or IEEE Xplore. Please expand/reconcile the search, update the PRISMA accounting and synthesis, and add any newly eligible evidence.
	

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

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

	NO. I did not identify manuscript-specific ethical concerns; the paper is a review of published evidence and includes relevant declarations.
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