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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 the increasingly relevant and complex interplay between machine 
learning (ML) and deep learning (DL), two pillars of modern artificial intelligence. The 
exploration of their synergy to enhance prediction accuracy, scalability, and automation holds 
significant importance for advancing applications in areas such as healthcare, finance, 
robotics, and more. The review provides a broad perspective that could be particularly valuable 
for practitioners and researchers seeking comprehensive insights into how these approaches 
complement each other. I appreciate the manuscript's approach in linking theoretical aspects to 
real-world applications, showcasing the potential of hybrid ML-DL models to drive innovation. 
 

Agreed and correct in manuscript. 

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

 

The title "Deep Learning Meets Machine Learning: A Synergistic Approach Towards Artificial 
Intelligence" effectively reflects the manuscript's content. It is engaging and informative, 
accurately highlighting the core discussion of combining ML and DL for enhanced AI outcomes. 
Suggested Alternative: "Harnessing the Synergy of Deep Learning and Machine Learning for 
Advanced AI Applications." 

Agreed and correct in manuscript. 

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 informative but could be refined for better readability and structure. It covers the 
manuscript’s objective of exploring the synergy between ML and DL and mentions the benefits, 
challenges, and applications. However, it would be improved by summarizing the main findings 
or conclusions more clearly. 
Suggestions: 

 Rephrase sentences for clarity and conciseness. 
 Highlight key insights or recommendations to give readers a preview of the 

manuscript's main contributions. 
 

Agreed and correct in manuscript. 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

The manuscript is well-organized with a logical structure, progressing from an introduction to 
detailed subsections on ML, DL, comparisons, and applications. Each section builds upon the 
last, creating a cohesive flow that guides readers through the main themes and findings. 
Improvement Suggestion: Consider adding a dedicated subsection for future research 
directions or open challenges at the end to provide a clear pathway for subsequent studies. 
 

Agreed and correct in manuscript. 

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 and technically sound, providing accurate descriptions 
of ML and DL methods, architectures, and their hybrid implementations. The discussion on the 
comparison between ML and DL and their combined use in various AI applications is well-
researched and supported by relevant literature. The inclusion of examples like CNNs for image 
recognition and reinforcement learning for autonomous systems adds depth and credibility. 
However, more quantitative analysis or case studies would strengthen the argument by 
showcasing empirical results or metrics that highlight the benefits of hybrid approaches. 
 

Agreed and correct in manuscript. 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
- 

The references are recent and relevant, demonstrating that the authors are aware of current 
advancements in the field. While the manuscript covers a broad range of foundational and 
state-of-the-art literature, it could benefit from additional citations related to specific case 
studies on ML-DL synergy in real-world applications. 
Suggestions: 
Include references to recent empirical studies that quantitatively analyze the performance of 
hybrid ML-DL models. 
 

Agreed and correct in manuscript. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. However, there are 
instances where sentences could be simplified for better readability, and minor grammatical corrections 
are needed to enhance clarity. 
 
 
 

Agreed and Improved language of my article. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Consider including visual representations or diagrams to better illustrate the workflow comparisons 
between ML and DL. 
A brief section on potential ethical considerations when deploying ML-DL hybrid models would add 
valuable insight, especially in critical domains like healthcare and finance. 
 
Expand on optimization techniques that mitigate the computational complexity discussed in the 
challenges section. 
There do not appear to be any competing interest issues in the manuscript. 
 
There are no immediate signs of plagiarism. The content appears original and appropriately 
referenced. 
 

Agreed and improved in article suggested by reviewer. 

 
 
 

PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details) 
 
 

 
 
NO 

 


