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1. The manuscript should be proofread further, to improve the presentation clarity. (The intended meaning often lacks

clarity)

2. The proposed solution is briefly described. A lot of information should be given here about the consideration of the

developed architecture.

3. How do you deal with dataset imbalance problems? Did you consider any data augmentation techniques?

4. Discuss the limits of the proposed approach and the validity of experimental results.

5. There are generalized statements and hence author needs to identify precisely the problem they wish to solve.

6. Results need to be briefly discussed.

7. Overall, The author must highlight the scientific contribution, describe better his/her approach, and give enough

information to compare the results.

8. Further Papers given can be read and used
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