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Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1) The resolution of the figures is low and not enough for publication. In 
addition to this, I have seen bunch of distortion that might have happened through 
the PDF conversion. 
2) Figure 4 must be provided in English. 
3) The authors have used some reference that is very old in the field. For 
example, threat prevention algorithm mentioned in [6]. The following paper can be 
added to the manuscript to point out the newer methods:  

 
 Chen W.H, Hsu S.H, Shen S.H. Application of SVM and ANN for intrusion 

detection. Computers and Operations Research 32(10), 2617–2634, 2015. 
 A. Sever, A Machine Learning Algorithm Based on Inverse Problems for 

Cyber Anomaly Detection, Current Journal of Applied Science and 
Technology, ISSN: 2457-1024; 2231-0843 ,Vol.: 28, Issue.: 3, 2018. 
 

4) The result that is presented in Figure 4 is not clear. The Section 4 should be 
explained in detail.  
5)  Finally, the authors can have comparative study results and visualize it by 
using some plots. 
 
 
 
 
 

The resolution has been increased as observed. Figure 4 has also been 

looked into and given in English as required.  

References has been updated to meet current changes. 

The results of the study have been clearly and explicitly discussed as required 
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