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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The editorial provides an insightful summary of the recently accepted study by Zhao ZC

et al., which introduces a deep learning-based radiomics nomogram for preoperatively

determining perineural invasion (PNI) status in rectal cancer (RC). This research is

important as it presents an innovative, non-invasive diagnostic approach that integrates

artificial intelligence (AI) techniques to enhance clinical decision-making. A key strength

of the study lies in its methodological framework, which employs deep convolutional

neural networks (DCNNs) with transfer learning for feature extraction. The use of a

pre-trained ResNet-50 model on ImageNet allows the system to extract highly

representative features from CT images, effectively capturing complex tumor

characteristics. This approach underscores the growing importance of leveraging

transfer learning in medical imaging, where annotated datasets are often limited. This

research has clinical implications. PNI status is a critical prognostic factor in RC,

influencing decisions on postoperative chemotherapy and neoadjuvant treatment

strategies. Traditional invasive diagnostic methods often suffer from limitations due to

tumor heterogeneity and potential complications. Therefore, the proposed deep
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learning-based method has the potential to significantly improve preoperative

assessment, leading to better patient outcomes. However, the study does not discuss the

future development direction of this methodology in depth. While the research

successfully demonstrates the efficacy of deep learning-based radiomics for PNI

detection in rectal cancer, it would be valuable to explore potential improvements and

expansions. For instance, future work could integrate multi-modal imaging data, such as

MRI and PET scans, to enhance predictive performance by leveraging complementary

information from different imaging modalities. Additionally, the study could benefit

from external validation across diverse patient populations to assess the model’s

generalizability and robustness in real-world clinical settings. Another key area for

future development is the interpretability of deep learning models in radiomics. The

study primarily focuses on predictive performance metrics, but incorporating

explainability techniques, such as saliency maps or SHAP (Shapley Additive

Explanations), could help radiologists and clinicians better understand how specific

imaging features contribute to the model’s decision-making process. Enhancing

transparency would increase trust in AI-driven diagnostics and facilitate its adoption in

clinical practice.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
This study compares various machine learning methods applied to diagnostic radiology,

with a specific focus on preoperative perineural invasion (PNI) detection in rectal cancer.

The authors combine deep learning-based feature extraction using a pre-trained

ImageNet model and a radiomic nomogram, ultimately demonstrating that Support

Vector Machines (SVM) can effectively predict PNI status from CT imaging. The work

highlights the potential of transfer learning and deep convolutional neural networks in

noninvasive diagnostic applications, thereby contributing novel insights to the field of

diagnostic radiology. Clarify Abbreviations and Definitions: Ensure that all
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abbreviations (e.g., PNI, RC, DCNN, ROI) are expanded when first mentioned in the text,

even in the abstract. This will improve clarity and accessibility for a broader audience.

Streamline the Introduction: The introduction is overly long and repetitive. For instance,

the sentence “With advancements in science and technology, the incidence of pulmonary

embolism (PE) has increased, making it one of the leading causes of mortality [1]” is

misplaced and should be removed or revised, as it does not pertain to the study’s focus.

Condense background information to focus more directly on the relevance of ML in

diagnosing PNI and the need for noninvasive methods. Address the “Black Box”

Dilemma: The authors should incorporate a discussion on the inherent limitations of

machine learning models, particularly the “black box” issue, where it is challenging to

interpret how the model arrives at its decisions. A brief overview of potential strategies

to mitigate overfitting and ensure transparency (e.g., use of SHAP values,

cross-validation methods) would add significant value. Comparison to Existing

Literature: The discussion could benefit from a comparative analysis with other

predictor scores such as those from the EASL-CLIF consortium or MELD. This would

help situate the novel contributions of the current work within the broader context of

diagnostic radiology and prognostic modeling. Enhance Visual Data Presentation: While

the study already presents performance metrics such as AUC, precision, and recall,

including more graphical representations (e.g., ROC curves, confusion matrices) would

greatly enhance the interpretability of the results and support the robustness of the

findings.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Thank you for iniviting me to do this review for the paper titled "A Comprehensive

Study Comparing Different Machine Learning Methods in Diagnostic Radiology", which

is an editorial for the paper titled "Preoperative perineural invasion in rectal cancer

based on deep learning radiomics stacking nomogram: A retrospective study". I have

some suggestions on this: 1. Regarding the references, it seems that references 1 and 2

might not be appropriate. A cursory look at these two papers reveals that they do not

seem to be directly related to the topic at hand. In an editorial, the references should

firmly support the content and arguments presented. In this case, these unrelated
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references could potentially mislead readers or weaken the credibility of the editorial. It

would be beneficial to replace them with sources that are more relevant to the study

discussed. 2. As a editorial, the authors should clearly point out the contributions of the

paper. What the exactly advantages did the discussed paper have? And what possible

future direction might be introduced? Also, for the limitatoin, what should be done for

these limitations? And how did the limitations affect the results? 3. The editorial could

benefit from some language refinement. There are instances where repeated words make

the text a bit cumbersome. By removing these repetitions and polishing the sentences,

the editorial would be more concise and easier to understand. Long sentences, in

particular, can be a challenge for readers. Simplifying the sentence structure would

enhance the readability and ensure that the key messages are conveyed more effectively..

4. The title and running title could be more precise. The current title mentions

"diagnostic radiology" in a rather general way. Diagnostic radiology is a vast field with

numerous sub - areas. To make the title more impactful and targeted, it should specify

the particular area within diagnostic radiology that the study pertains to. This would not

only help readers quickly understand the focus of the editorial but also make it more

distinguishable in the crowded academic landscape. 5. Accordingly, the running title

should also be changed.
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