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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 as it provides a comprehensive analysis of interactive tools in health professional education. 
· By synthesizing existing research, it offers valuable insights into how these tools enhance student engagement, improve learning outcomes, and support knowledge retention. 
· Additionally, it addresses critical factors such as accessibility and inclusivity, ensuring that all learners can benefit from innovative educational approaches.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title, "Interactive Tools for Effective Health Professional Education," is clear and relevant, but it could be more specific to better capture the manuscript’s focus on impact, implementation, and accessibility. A more precise title would make it more engaging and help it stand out to the scientific community. Here is a refined suggestion: "Interactive Tools in Healthcare Education: A Narrative Review of Their Effectiveness and Integration."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is well-structured and effectively outlines the study; however, a few refinements could enhance its clarity, comprehensiveness, and impact. Below are key recommendations for improvement:
Suggested Additions:
· Clearly articulate the research gap. While the background acknowledges the need for further exploration, explicitly identifying gaps in existing literature would strengthen the study’s rationale.
· Clarify the study selection process. Briefly outlining the inclusion and exclusion criteria would enhance methodological transparency and credibility.
· Present more specific findings. Rather than a general statement on the effectiveness of interactive tools, specifying which tools yielded the most significant improvements and in which educational contexts would add depth.
· Emphasize practical applications. The conclusion should briefly address how educators and institutions can integrate these insights into health professional training programs to improve learning outcomes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound, with a clear focus on the integration of interactive tools in healthcare education. It references widely utilized platforms such as Mentimeter, Kahoot, and Slido, which are recognized for enhancing student engagement and fostering active learning. The manuscript effectively underscores key benefits, including improved student motivation, knowledge retention, and the application of learning in real-world contexts, all of which are consistent with established educational theories and practices.
Furthermore, the manuscript highlights the significance of personalizing learning experiences, encouraging collaboration, and providing immediate feedback principles that align with contemporary research on effective teaching strategies. The emphasis on aligning instructional tools with clearly defined learning objectives, while considering accessibility and inclusivity, demonstrates adherence to best practices in instructional design.
However, the manuscript would be strengthened by a more comprehensive exploration of empirical studies or data to substantiate the claims presented. This addition would enhance its scientific rigor by providing evidence for the effectiveness of these tools in improving learning outcomes, particularly in healthcare education. Furthermore, incorporating suggestions for future research methodologies, including those aimed at assessing long-term impacts, would bolster the manuscript’s scientific contribution.
In conclusion, while the manuscript is scientifically accurate, the inclusion of additional empirical evidence would further reinforce its conclusions.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Overall, while the existing references are robust, integrating more recent or specialized studies in the areas mentioned above could further enrich the manuscript's scientific foundation.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	The language is generally appropriate; however, a more comprehensive review focusing on clarity, grammar, and academic tone would significantly enhance its alignment with the standards expected in scholarly communication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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