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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

This article introduce appraisal of content-based image retrieval (CBIR) methods. The work
is relatively complete but the manuscript needs major improvements before it can be

accepted for publication. My suggestions for improvements are as follows:

Q1l1.From abstract, the main contributions of the research is not clear, authors are
suggested to set abstract into different headings for example, background, problem,
contributions, and conclusion.

Q2.Kindly clearly indicate the originality of the proposed approach in the introduction

section.

Q3. There are various technical aspects of this paper to be improved.
In the Introduction, the authors must motivate this research by describing real-world
applications, which will actually require the use of the presented tools. Several related
works are cited in Section 1. Authors must focus the Introduction on the problem to be
solved, the applicative scenario, the proposed algorithmic solution and the evidence of its
viability, the novel contribution provided by this study to the state-of-the-art of research.

The following recent studies must be cited in section 1:

Content-based image retrieval based on visual words fusion versus features fusion of local
and global features, 2018.

A novel method for content-based image retrieval to improve the effectiveness of the bag-

of-words model using a support vector machine, 2018.

Q4. The related works provides a detailed description of the state-of-the-art techniques. In
any case, this section mainly enumerates existing studies. The authors should add a final
paragraph, in order to highlight the positive and negative aspects of related algorithms,

emphasize unsolved issues and highlight the novelty of this study.

Q5. The logic of the manuscript also has problem. Very little studies were mentioned in the
Section 1/2. More references required for a study of this magnitude. This explains the
critical review weakness of the paper.Kindly must cite the following recent articles in the

section 3, “experimental results and analysis”.

Scene analysis and search using local features and support vector machine for effective
content-based image retrieval, 2018.

A Novel Technique Based on Visual Words Fusion Analysis of Sparse Features for
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Effective Content-Based Image Retrieval, 2018.

effectiveness of the visual-bag-of-words model, 2018

the-art methods.

Q7.The conclusion is lacking with future directions.

Q8. The formatting of the paper must be improved.

Scene search based on the adapted triangular regions and soft clustering to improve the

Q6.Results are acceptable, however results are not analysed and discussed, kindly

improve the result section and mention why the proposed method outperform the state-of-

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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