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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 (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.
	Importance of the manuscript to the scientific community
The manuscript addresses the important issue of early brain tumor detection from MRI imaging through comparison of a conventional active contour method with more recent AI-based deep learning algorithms. Its importance lies in demonstrating that active contour algorithms, when enhanced with preprocessing and morphological improvements, can be as effective as deep learning without suffering from the latter's high computational cost and large dataset requirements. This makes the work highly suitable for low-resource clinical environments. It contributes to the discussions of how to balance algorithm simplicity, interpretability, and clinical usability in medical image analysis.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is broadly comprehendible, but a bit long. A potential alternative would be:"Automatic Active Contour Algorithm for Early Brain Tumor Detection: Comparative Evaluation with AI Approaches"This would make the focus more specific and compact.
	

	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 complete, although somewhat dense. It would be better reading with clearer structure highlighting:

Objective: active contour vs. AI comparison.

Methods: size of the dataset, preprocessing stages, segmentation stages.

Results: performance metrics (key figures).

Conclusion: potential clinical usefulness.
Suggestion: Remove minor repetitions (e.g., "problem of early-stage brain tumor detection" mentioned twice) and mention the comparative advantage (faster, no training required) clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The approach is well explained, with preprocessing (anisotropic diffusion), segmentation (Chan–Vese active contour), and post-processing. Performance was evaluated with appropriate metrics (accuracy, Dice, Jaccard, Hausdorff distance). Comparisons were made with Multi-Otsu and UNet, which strengthens the study.
Limitations are appropriately acknowledged (2D simplification, poorer performance in large tumors). The conclusions are scientifically sound.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient, recent, and cover both classical and state-of-the-art methods (including publications up to 2024).
One suggestion is to include more discussion of clinical translation studies or radiologist-in-the-loop systems, to illustrate the jump from algorithm to practice.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The paper is readable but contains grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and redundancies. Examples:

"we comparing" → should be "we compared"

"It is quasi-automatic and does not need training" → rewritten as "The method is semi-automatic and does not require training."
Recommendation: English language editing pass is suggested thoroughly.


Tables and figures are helpful but require additional explanatory captions so that they are self-contained.

Consider emphasizing clinical implications more strongly in the conclusion (e.g., speed, resource efficiency, and ease of use).


	

	Optional/General comments
	
Tables and figures are helpful but require additional explanatory captions so that they are self-contained.

Consider emphasizing clinical implications more strongly in the conclusion (e.g., speed, resource efficiency, and ease of use).
The manuscript is scientifically robust, methodologically sound, and relevant. Minor improvements are needed in title clarity, abstract conciseness, English editing, and stronger emphasis on clinical implications.

	




	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? 
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

one identified. Utilized dataset (BraTS 2021) is publicly available and well-documented.
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