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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 makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by addressing a critical gap in environmental health forecasting: the integration of heterogeneous, real-time data streams into a unified, interpretable early-warning system. By combining air quality, meteorological, traffic, social media, and hospital records with Explainable AI (SHAP) techniques, the study moves beyond traditional "black-box" machine learning models to offer transparent and actionable insights for public health interventions. Furthermore, its focus on fine-grained, zonal-level risk mapping provides a highly practical framework for policymakers in rapidly urbanizing regions to proactively allocate healthcare resources and implement targeted environmental policies. Ultimately, this multimodal approach sets a valuable precedent for future interdisciplinary research at the intersection of machine learning, spatial epidemiology, and environmental management.
	


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 study? 

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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = 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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	


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, concise, and accurately reflects the core components of the study
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

The abstract effectively covers the background, problem statement, methodology (multimodal data, XGBoost, SHAP), key quantitative results (ROC-AUC, precision, recall, F1-score), and the practical implications for policymakers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Formula Errors: The mathematical formulas in the "Feature Engineering" section are malformed. For example, the Pollution Load Index (PLIi= PM2.5i 50+PM10i 100+ NO2i) is missing division operators and standard threshold denominators. This must be corrected with rigorous mathematical notation.

Data Imputation: Using median imputation for time-series data (like air quality) disrupts temporal autocorrelation. The authors should use time-series-appropriate methods (e.g., linear interpolation or forward-fill).

Factual Redundancy: The text mentions collecting data from "social media platforms Twitter and X." These are the same platform; this should be corrected to avoid scientific inaccuracy.

Missing Baseline Comparison: The introduction criticizes models like ARIMA and LSTM, but the results section does not provide a quantitative comparison against these baselines to scientifically validate the claimed superiority of the proposed model.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

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

Incomplete/Broken Citations: Reference [6] is a broken URL with erratic spacing (htt ps://air qua lit y .cpcb . gov .in/ccr/). Reference [16] is incomplete, missing the article title, year, publisher, and page numbers.

Numbering Errors: The reference numbering is out of sequence (it jumps from [18] to [20], and then lists [19] at the very end).

Action: The authors must thoroughly proofread and format all references to meet the journal’s standard citation style, ensure all URLs are functional, and correct the sequential numbering.
	

	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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