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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 addresses an important challenge in medical image analysis, namely the accurate segmentation of brain tumours in MRI scans. The comparative evaluation of hard clustering using K-Means and soft clustering using Fuzzy C-Means is timely and relevant, as it illustrates the trade-off between computational efficiency and segmentation accuracy. The study has significance for both the research community and clinical practice, since it provides evidence to guide the choice of algorithm depending on the application, ranging from rapid screening to precise diagnostic planning.
	

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

	The current title is clear and appropriate, reflecting both the comparative approach and the medical application. A shorter alternative that could also be considered is Hard and Soft Clustering for Brain Tumour Segmentation in MRI: A Comparative Study.
	

	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 comprehensive, with a clear outline of the motivation, methodology, dataset and results. It successfully highlights the main findings. However, the inclusion of equations in the abstract is not recommended, since this may reduce accessibility for a wider audience and create issues for indexing. The membership condition in Fuzzy C-Means could be described in words rather than with mathematical notation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is well designed, the dataset (BraTS2020) is appropriate and the evaluation metrics (Dice Similarity Coefficient and processing time) are relevant. The analysis is rigorous and the conclusions are consistent with the results presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate in number and include several relevant and important works, with a solid foundation from 2018 onwards. The literature review would be strengthened by incorporating more recent studies from 2023–2025, particularly those addressing hybrid clustering frameworks, deep learning–integrated segmentation methods, and the use of multi-modal MRI data. These additions would ensure the discussion reflects the latest advances in the field. The reference list also requires reformatting to comply fully with the journal’s style, with consistency in author initials, journal abbreviations, volume and issue numbers, page ranges, and inclusion of DOIs wherever availabl
	

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

	The manuscript is well written in clear academic English. The style is appropriate for scholarly communication, although minor polishing for conciseness in certain sections may improve the overall readability.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is well written and scientifically robust, addressing an important and timely challenge in brain tumour segmentation. The methodology and results are presented clearly with appropriate evaluation metrics. The main areas requiring revision are the inclusion of more recent references, refinement of the abstract, reformatting of the reference list, and standardisation of figure and table formatting. In particular, Figures 2(a)-(d) should be consolidated into a single figure with a unified caption, and Table 1 should be reformatted to comply with journal style. These changes are minor and do not affect the scientific validity of the work.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)
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