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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.
	     By creating machine learning classifiers customized to Delta State clinical data, this publication promotes prostate cancer research by addressing the predominant late-stage diagnosis pattern in the area.
      In Nigeria's underfunded healthcare system, it identifies region-specific risk indicators like as PSA levels, Gleason scores, age, and family history, directing targeted screening and resource allocation.
     The pooled multi-hospital analysis provides deployable clinical tools and actionable information for public health policy to reduce the mortality rate from this predominant male cancer in Africa.
	  



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Although the title is appropriate and obvious, it might be somewhat improved by stating the primary goal of the research (Classification or Detection).

Rating Scale:  4 = Good 

	

	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
	 Yes, the abstract is comprehensive.

 Rating Scale: 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
	Yes, the keywords are relevant and helpful.
 
 Rating Scale: 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
	 Yes, the background information of the paper is sufficient and well organize.

Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent 
	

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

 Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent 
	

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

Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent 

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	ok, the research methodology appropriate for the study. But the study mentions a total sample size of 320, however only about 60 records appear to be included in the tables (Lists 1 through 6). Clarification on this discrepancy is necessary.
Need workflow diagram.


Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory 

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, ethical issues are properly addressed.

Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent 

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, the results presentation needs improvement. Findings require confusion matrices, ROC curves, feature importance charts, and model comparison tables and figures. 
There are just a few table captions available; the matching tables are not (Table 8,9,10).

Rating Scale: 2 = Needs Improvement

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Ok, but there are no tables or graphs for comparing results.

Rating Scale: 2 = Needs Improvement
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The findings are primarily presented in the discussion, although there isn't enough comparison with previous research. Comparison with existing studies could be presented in table format.

Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The data mostly supports the results, but there is a disparity in the sample size (320 mentioned vs. just 60 displayed) that requires explanation.

Evaluation: 3 = Good

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the limitations of the study are discussed.

Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent 



	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the references are relevant and sufficient.

Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent 

	

	15. 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
	Ok, but the Abstract and Methodology portions of the paper have grammatical and spelling mistakes, while the Introduction and Discussion have extended sentences that are difficult to understand. Proofreading is advised.
Examples of Errors (with Sections):
1. Abstract:
“These findings shows that…”
Correct: These findings show that… 
2. Abstract:
“The Model was trained…"
              Correct: "The models were trained" (plural)
3. Abstract:
“late-state diagnosis”
Correct: late-stage diagnosis 
4. Abstract:
“three tertiary referral canters”
Correct: centers 
5. Research Methodology:
“such such as data collection…”
Correct: such as data collection…


	





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 the main objective of the study (Classification or Detection) could be stated in the title, even though it is appropriate and clear. 

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article comprehensive. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references sufficient and recent.
	

	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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	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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