Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Computer Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRCOS_137098

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	VISIBILITY IMPROVEMENT IN UNDERWATER AND TRAFFIC IMAGES USING COLOR BALANCE AND FUSION

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Paper – Research Article


	PART  1: Comments
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	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 presents a significant contribution to the scientific community by addressing a persistent challenge in underwater imaging—visibility degradation due to light absorption and scattering. The proposed method enhances image quality using a novel combination of white balancing and multiscale fusion, requiring only a single input image and no specialized equipment. This makes it especially valuable for real-time applications in marine robotics, surveillance, and diver-assisted exploration. Its simplicity, broad applicability, and consistent performance across varied underwater environments mark it as a practical and impactful advancement in image processing.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Visibility Improvement in Underwater and Traffic Images Using Color Balance and Fusion" is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the main focus of the research
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract of the article is generally comprehensive—it clearly outlines the problem (underwater image degradation), the proposed solution (a single-image enhancement method using color balance and multiscale fusion), and highlights both qualitative and quantitative results. It also mentions the technique's robustness and practical applications.

However, a few improvements could enhance its clarity and focus:

1. Remove ambiguity – The abstract briefly mentions improvements for “image processing tasks like segmentation and feature matching” without elaboration. Consider either removing this point or providing a specific example or result.

2. Clarify the scope – The title mentions "traffic images," but the abstract does not. If traffic image enhancement is not addressed in the paper, references to it should be removed from the title and keywords for consistency.

3. Add mention of key metrics – Including the quantitative performance metrics (e.g., UIQM, UCIQE) in the abstract would strengthen the claim of effectiveness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. 

· It presents a well-structured and logical methodology for enhancing underwater images using color correction and multiscale fusion. 
· The techniques applied—such as white balancing based on color channel compensation, gamma correction, unsharp masking, and Laplacian-Gaussian pyramid fusion—are grounded in established image processing principles. 
· The results are supported by both visual improvements and quantitative metrics (UIQM, UCIQE, PCQI), which are standard in underwater image quality assessment.
· The explanations are technically sound and demonstrate a clear understanding of the challenges and solutions in underwater imaging.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references included in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic.
· However, to strengthen the manuscript, especially in light of recent advancements, it is recommended to include a few more recent references (post-2019) that reflect current trends in deep learning-based underwater enhancement and real-time processing.
	

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


	· Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication.
However, there are a few areas where minor language polishing could improve readability and professionalism. For example:

· Some sentences are overly long and could be broken down for clarity.

· Occasional awkward phrasing (e.g., “uploaded the input image” in figure captions) could be revised to more academic wording like “Input image used for enhancement.”

· Consistency in tense usage and terminology (e.g., using either “color” or “colour” consistently) should be ensured.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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