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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.

	1. This study provides a reproducible and clinically applicable AI framework for liver steatosis detection. 
2. It bridges the gap between computer vision and diagnostic radiology by improving sensitivity and transparency. 
3. The integration of multi-view imaging, attention-based CNNs, and explainability aligns with current global trends toward trustworthy AI in medicine. 
4. The framework can serve as a reference model for future research on automated liver disease diagnosis and non-invasive screening tools.

	

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

	Yes
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract clearly conveys the objectives, methods, findings, and novelty. You may consider a minor revision to briefly include performance metrics (e.g., AUROC = 0.95, accuracy = 92%) to quantify the improvement achieved
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is technically and scientifically robust. The methodological flow (data preprocessing → model design → validation → explainability) is appropriate, and the results are validated with relevant metrics
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the references are recent (2024–2025) and from reputed, peer-reviewed journals
	

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

	

Yes, the English is clear, professional, and suitable for scholarly publication. A few minor typographical inconsistencies (e.g., spacing before citations and capitalizations like “Dl” instead of “DL”) may be corrected during proofreading.



	

	Optional/General comments

	- In Section 4.8, “Results-and-Discussion.docx” appears mistakenly repeated—this should be removed before final submission.
- Consider emphasizing the clinical validation scope in the conclusion to further highlight real-world applicability.
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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 details)
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