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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 discusses an important practical problem in tele-ophthalmology, which is how to send medical images quickly while still keeping enough quality for AI analysis. The topic is relevant because many healthcare systems work in low-bandwidth environments. The proposed approach of combining image compression with transmission optimization is useful and practical for real-world medical AI applications. Overall, the study can be helpful for researchers working in medical image processing, AI, and communication systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and generally suitable because it reflects the main idea of the study.

Minor suggestion: The title could be slightly simplified for easier reading, for example: “Cross-Layer Hybrid Compression for Efficient Fundus Image Transmission in Machine Vision Systems.”
	

	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 explains the objective, method, dataset, and main findings clearly. The key result about the optimal compression level is well presented.

Suggestions:
· The abstract contains many technical details; reducing some of them can improve readability.

· Add one short sentence explaining the practical benefit for telemedicine applications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is technically sound and well organized. The experiments are clearly designed and the results are logically presented. It has a clear explanation of the system architecture, good use of feature similarity and visualization to evaluate compression effects. Comparison of two different CNN models adds balance. Also practical engineering focus is making the work useful.

Requirements:

1. Statistical analysis: Results are shown as single values. Adding repeated experiments or confidence values would make the conclusions stronger.

2. Dataset limitation: Only one dataset (Messidor-2) is used. The limitation of using a single dataset should be discussed more clearly.

3. Clinical relevance: The study focuses on AI features, but no ophthalmologist evaluation is included. This should be clearly acknowledged.

4. Experimental details: More training details (epochs, learning rate, augmentation, etc.) are needed for reproducibility.

5. Comparison with newer formats: The manuscript should briefly discuss why modern formats like WebP or AVIF were not compared.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and include many recent studies, which is good.

· Check formatting consistency across references.

· Adding a few more foundational works on machine-oriented compression may strengthen the background section.
	

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


	The language is understandable, but some improvements are needed for better readability.

Suggestions:
· Shorten long sentences.

· Reduce repetitive wording.

· A careful English language edit is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures and tables are informative but some captions are too long; shorter captions would improve clarity.

The term “Empirical Inflection Point” should be clearly defined so readers understand how it is determined.

A simple conceptual explanation of why features remain stable after compression would improve understanding.
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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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