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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if 

agreed with reviewer, correct 

the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It 

is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback 

here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

The authors propose a set of medical image processing techniques 

intended for improving breast cancer detection using mammogram. 

These techniques seem to be reasonable. However, after the sample 

images are processed, there is no evaluation of the effectiveness, 

sensitivity, specificity, and so forth of the proposed techniques.  

Table 2 lists the output of a Fuzzy Inference System. It is mysterious 

how the features in the three images are categorized into calcification, 

mass, and stellate lesion. In addition, these results have to be compared 

with the radiologists’ judgement, and if possible, the pathological 

results. There are no image selection criteria. It is not clear how the 

image features are identified. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

The authors present some background information that either would not 

interest the potential readers, or is not relevant to the topic, such as breast 

cancer and staging. The breast cancer indicators in mammogram are relevant, 

but the authors need to focus on their imaging features. 

I wonder if more than three images are processed using the proposed 

techniques. If not, the reader cannot see how well the techniques work in a 

large amount of images. 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

The authors may need to briefly discuss how the proposed image processing 

technique can be used clinically. 
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