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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	Optional/General comments


	1.
Limited dataset size (180 patients), which may not be sufficient for training a deep learning model effectively.

2.
No mention of data augmentation to enhance model generalization.

3.
Potential class imbalance in tumor stages or dose distributions, affecting model performance.

4.
Resizing to (100,100,100,1) may lead to loss of anatomical details, affecting dose prediction accuracy.

5.
Trilinear interpolation may introduce spatial distortions.

6.
No mention of standardization or augmentation techniques, which are essential for robust training.

7.
The CNN model lacks advanced architectures like transformers or attention mechanisms.

8.
High computational cost due to 3D CNN processing.

9.
No use of transfer learning, which could improve performance with limited data.

10.
Uses only MSE, RMSE, and SSIM; lacks other metrics like Dice Score, PSNR, or NCC for comprehensive evaluation.

11.
No cross-validation mentioned, which is crucial to avoid overfitting.

12.
Model evaluation is based on a single test batch, which may not be representative of real-world scenarios.

13.
Lack of model interpretability, making it difficult for clinical adoption.

14.
No external validation dataset, limiting generalization across different hospitals or imaging protocols.

15.
Inter-patient variability not considered, which could affect real-world performance.

16.
Lack of Specificity in Machine Learning Techniques

17.
Limited Discussion on Challenges in Machine Learning Implementation

18.
No Mention of Ethical or Clinical Validation Aspects

19.
Unclear Scope of Study

20.
Limited Justification for the Choice of CNN

21.
No Discussion on Data Sources and Preprocessing

22.
Limited Coverage of Radiotherapy Constraints
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