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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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 tackles a significant challenge in the realm of medical imaging and cancer identification by introducing a CNN-based model aimed at the early detection of prostate cancer through MRI data. With the rising incidence of prostate cancer and the complications tied to its manual diagnosis, this research aids in enhancing both diagnostic precision and efficiency. The use of deep learning in radiological applications remains a pertinent and swiftly advancing domain, and this study reinforces its significance with supporting empirical findings. The model achieved an impressive 92.68% accuracy, indicating its promising potential for integration into clinical workflows and decision support systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	A CNN-Based Predictive Model for Prostate Cancer Detection from MRI Scans
	

	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 evaluation of the model was conducted using a dataset of MRI images obtained from two different sources, resulting in an accuracy rate of 92.68% and demonstrating robust performance in both sensitivity and specificity metrics. This study underscores the potential of AI in radiological practices and lays the groundwork for future clinical adoption.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is fundamentally sound from a scientific perspective, particularly regarding its concepts and execution. Nevertheless, several issues need to be resolved: Certain mathematical notations are formatted inconsistently or are not sufficiently clarified. While evaluation methods (such as precision and recall) are mentioned, they do not include actual numerical findings. Details about the dataset size and preprocessing techniques are insufficient, which might lead to concerns about reproducibility. The description of the CNN model architecture and the training process is well done, but incorporating a comparative baseline model (like a traditional ML approach or a pretrained CNN) would enhance the scientific contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The citations are mostly suitable and consist of a combination of seminal and contemporary studies. Nevertheless, the following aspects should be taken into account: Incorporate additional recent, peer-reviewed sources from the last three years pertaining to CNNs in prostate cancer research. Think about adding articles from esteemed journals such as IEEE Transactions on Medical Imaging, Nature Medicine, or Radiology: AI.
	

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


	The English language is mostly clear, but:

Some sentences are awkwardly constructed or poorly translated (for instance, “supervised apprenticeship” should be changed to “supervised learning”).

The grammar, punctuation, and technical language require improvement throughout the document.

It would be beneficial to have a thorough proofread by a native English speaker or a professional editing service.

No ethical concerns were found in the manuscript. However, it is important to clearly specify the source of patient data, including whether ethical approval or patient consent was secured for the use of MRI images.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Fix any formatting and language errors.

Enhance the data and methodology description.

Add statistical baselines or comparison models.

Add more evaluation metrics and ethical declarations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Although most people can understand English,

A few of the sentences are badly translated or clumsily written (for example, "supervised apprenticeship" should be "supervised learning").

Throughout the book, the use of technical words, language, and punctuation needs to be improved.

Think about hiring a professional editing agency or having a native English speaker proofread your work thoroughly.

There were no ethical problems found in the paper. The source of patient data, including whether ethics permission or patient agreement was acquired for the use of MRI scans, should be clearly stated.
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