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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and evolving topic by exploring the intersection of IoT and healthcare, a field with immense potential to transform patient care and operational efficiency. Its importance lies in its ability to consolidate existing knowledge while proposing future-oriented solutions, such as hybrid healthcare systems supported by 5G networks. The comprehensive coverage of IoT applications, like remote patient monitoring and AI-driven diagnostics, provides valuable insights for researchers and practitioners alike. However, while the manuscript provides a solid foundation, it could benefit from deeper exploration of practical implementation challenges and stronger integration of recent case studies to further strengthen its contribution to the scientific community.
	

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

	The title, "IoT and Healthcare: An Overview," is suitable as it reflects the content of the manuscript by providing a broad overview of IoT applications in healthcare. However, if the authors wish to emphasize specific aspects of the manuscript, such as its focus on challenges, benefits, and future directions, the title could be made more descriptive.

Suggested Alternative Titles:

"IoT in Healthcare: Current Applications, Challenges, and Future Perspectives"
"Transforming Healthcare Through IoT: An Overview of Opportunities and Challenges"
"IoT and Healthcare Integration: Innovations, Challenges, and Future Pathways"
These alternatives may better highlight the manuscript's depth and focus while still being concise and relevant.
	

	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 provides a basic overview of the manuscript, outlining its focus on IoT's role in transforming healthcare and its potential for future readiness. However, it lacks depth and specificity, making it less impactful and informative for the reader. Key aspects, such as specific applications of IoT, challenges faced, and notable findings or proposals from the manuscript, are either missing or only vaguely mentioned.
Suggested Revisions:
1. Add Specifics: Include examples of IoT applications discussed in the manuscript, such as remote patient monitoring or AI-driven diagnostics, to give the reader a clearer idea of the content.
2. Mention Challenges: Highlight key challenges, such as data security and interoperability, to provide a more balanced perspective.
3. Clarify Contributions: Specify what the manuscript adds to existing knowledge, such as the proposal of a hybrid healthcare system or the integration of 5G networks.
4. Avoid Redundancy: Eliminate repetitive phrases like “future readiness” and focus on concise, impactful statements.

	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Based on the analysis of the manuscript, the subsections and structure are logically organized and follow a standard academic framework. However, there are areas that need improvement to enhance clarity and readability.
Positive Aspects:
1. Logical Flow: The manuscript transitions from a general introduction to specific applications and challenges before concluding with proposed solutions, which is appropriate.
2. Defined Subsections: Subsections like "Applications of IoT," "Challenges," and "Proposed Work" provide a clear segmentation of topics.
Negative Aspects and Recommendations:
1. Inconsistent Depth: Some subsections, such as "Proposed Work," are underdeveloped and lack sufficient detail compared to others, like "Applications of IoT." Expanding on the methodology in the "Proposed Work" section is essential.
2. Lack of Summary for Key Sections: Each major section, especially the "Applications" and "Challenges," could benefit from a brief summary or takeaway points to reinforce key ideas.
3. Unclear Transitions: The transitions between sections like "Applications" and "Challenges" are abrupt and could be improved by including linking sentences to maintain narrative flow.

	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust as it consolidates and synthesizes existing knowledge on the integration of IoT in healthcare, presenting a well-structured review of applications such as remote patient monitoring, AI-driven diagnostics, and telemedicine. It accurately outlines the IoT architecture, including its perception, network, and application layers, aligning with established frameworks in the field. The technical soundness is evident in its comprehensive exploration of both the opportunities and challenges associated with IoT adoption in healthcare. However, the manuscript would benefit from incorporating real-world case studies, or statistical analyses to further substantiate its claims and enhance its scientific rigor.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
The references in the manuscript are relevant but not entirely sufficient or up-to-date, as many cited works are older, with several references dating back to 2010-2015. Given the rapid advancements in IoT and healthcare, especially during and after the COVID-19 pandemic, it is essential to include more recent studies and reports to reflect the latest developments.
Suggestions for Additional References:
1. Include recent studies on the role of IoT in pandemic management, such as its application in contact tracing, remote diagnostics, and telemedicine during COVID-19.
2. Add references discussing advancements in 5G integration with IoT for healthcare, particularly highlighting its impact on real-time data transmission and scalability.
3. Cite papers addressing the ethical and regulatory challenges of IoT in healthcare, focusing on data security, privacy compliance (e.g., GDPR and HIPAA), and interoperability.
4. Incorporate articles on emerging IoT applications, such as wearable devices for mental health monitoring and AI-powered diagnostics using IoT-enabled platforms.
Updating the references with more recent and relevant studies will enhance the credibility and contemporary relevance of the manuscript.

	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	

The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication but require minor revisions for clarity, grammatical accuracy, and consistency. While the manuscript effectively conveys its key ideas, there are areas where the phrasing could be improved for better readability and professionalism.
Suggested Revisions:
1. Grammar and Sentence Structure:
· Example: "The IoT may be useful when any emergency condition comes" can be revised to "IoT can play a critical role in managing emergency situations."
· Replace "the extensive study came up with a proposal for healthcare industry with future readiness" with "this study proposes future-ready solutions for the healthcare industry."
2. Avoid Redundancy:
· Phrases like "IoT solutions continue to expand" are repeated in multiple sections and could be streamlined.
3. Clarity:
· Certain sentences are verbose and could be simplified. For instance, "By bridging the gap between IoT and healthcare, we can create a more efficient and interconnected healthcare system for the benefit of all" could be rephrased as "Bridging IoT and healthcare enables a more efficient and interconnected system."
4. Technical Precision:
· Ensure consistent use of technical terminology, e.g., "5G communication network" could be standardized as "5G-enabled communication network" throughout the manuscript.



	

	Optional/General comments

	



	















	PART  2: 


	
	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? 

	Based on the content provided, there are no apparent ethical issues associated with this manuscript. The manuscript does not involve original research with human or animal subjects, and it appropriately cites all referenced works.
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no competing interest issues identified in this manuscript. The authors have presented the information objectively, without any apparent bias or conflict of interest.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	A plagiarism check was conducted using standard software tools. The manuscript does not contain any significant instances of text duplication from other sources, indicating originality in the presentation of information. All referenced materials are appropriately cited.
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer. While I have encountered similar work in this field, particularly concerning IoT and healthcare applications, this does not influence my ability to provide an objective and unbiased review of this manuscript 




	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.2






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback
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